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j'ARTHER  Misrepresentations 


Dr.  C  H  a  U  N  C  y. 


By  THOMAS  B.  CHANDLER,  D.D. 

i  ^ 


—Not  ufmg  your  Liberty  for  a  Cloak  of  Malicioufnefi. 

St.  Peter. 

If  the  Prefbyterlan  Parity  had  any  Place  in  the  primitive 
limes  as  fome  do  imagine,  it  muft  needs  have  been  an 
zntolerable  Kind  of  Government,  fince  all  on  the  fudden  it 
was  univerfaily  abolilhed. 


Maurice  againft  Baxter. 


N  E  W-  Y  O  R  K  : 

Printed  by  Hugh  Gaine,  at  his  Book  Store  and 
Printing-OfEce,  in  Hanover-Square. 
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WE  require  you  to  find  out  but  one  Church  upon  the  Face  of  the  whoie 
Karth,  that  hath  been  ordered  bv  your  Diicipline,  or  hath  not  been  ordered 
by  ours,  that  is  to  fay,  by '  q^ifcopal  Regiment,  hnce  the  Time  that  the 
blcfled  Apoftles  were  here  converfant.  Many  Things  out  of  Antiquity  ye  bring,  as  it 
the  pureit  Times  of  the  Church  had  obferved  the  I'elf-fame  Orders  which  you  require  ; 
and  as  though  your  Defire  were,  that  the  Churches  of  old  fliould  be  Pat^rns  for  us 
to  follow,  and  even  Glades  w'herein  we  might  lee  the  Praflice  of  that,  which  by  yoA 
is  gathered  out pf  Scripture.  But  the  Truth  is,  ye  M£AN  noChing  ’ 
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APPEAL  FARTHER  DEFENDED^ 


Wti  E  N  th^  Author  of  an  4ppeal  to  tht. 

Public,  in  Behalf  of  the  Church  of  En¬ 
gland  in -America,  pybliijied  his  general 
Defence  of  it,  he  was  in  Hopes  of  having  fto  farthci^ 
Occafion  to  appear  in  the  Controverfy  about 
American  Bishops.,  Not  tliat  he  looked  upoA 
what  he  had  writtep,  as  unanfwerable ;  for  he  knew 
that  there  is  a  Sort  of  People  that  can  anfwer  any 
Thing;  but  be  believed  that  enough  had  beeu 
faid  on  the  Subjeft,,  on  both.  Sides,  to  enable  thq 
Eublic  |o  judge  of  the  Matter  in  f)ifput;e..  The 
Cafe  of  the  American  Epifcopalians  had  been  fair¬ 
ly  ftated,  in  Order  to  fliew  the  Reaforiablenefs  and 
Neceffity  of  their  having  refident  Bilhops  ;  on 
the  other  Hand,  Objeftions,  in  fuffjcient  Qiiantity, 
had  been  oRbred  agaiAft  fuch  an  Appointment ; 
and  a  particular  Reply  had  been  njade  to  every 
Objection  that  had  been  urged  or  fuggefted  : 
And  when  a  Controverfy  is  carried  on  thus  far,  the 
By-ftanders,  in  his  Opinion,  are  commonly  as  able 
to  form  a  proper  Judgment  of  the  Merits  of  the 
Caufe,  as  after  the  Difputants  have  proceeded  tp.,  '• 
Rejoinders,  Sur-rejoinders  and  Rebutters. 
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Whether  Dr.  Chauncy  is  of  a  different  Opinion 
or  not,  is  beft  known  to  himfelf.  As  he  has  not 
thought  proper  to  tell  what  Motives  excited  him 
to  refume  his  Pen  in  this  Controverfy,  the  Reader 
is  left  to  difcover  them  for  himfelf,  as  well  as  he 
can  ;  and  if  he  fhould  happen  to  rniftake,  in  a 
Matter  of  fuch  high  Ciiriofity,  it  may  not  be  his 
own  Fault.  Surely  it  could  not  be  the  Pleafure 
attending  fuch  an  Employment !  For  my  Part,  I 
am  unable  to  conceive  that  any  M^n  can  be  fon4 
of  the  rough  and  difagreeable  Work  of  public 
Controverfy,  more  efpecially  at  the  Doctor’s  !Time 
'  cf  Life Unlefs  he  fhould  be  in  the  Condition  of 
old  Henry  Valefius^  of  whom  his  Biographer  informs 
us,  in  Words  which  I  Ihall  leave  for  the  Doftor  to 
tranflate,  that  natus  Annis  feptuaginta^  nec  fibi  ipfe 
videbatur  Senex,  nec  aliis  videri  voiebat  and 
that  he  candidly  confeffed,  that  ante  acceptas 
quafdem  a  Gronovio  Literas,  Se  de  Sene6lute 
fua  nunquam  cogitaviffe.”  And  therefore  I  ra¬ 
ther  fufpeft,  that  Dr.  Chauncy  was  fenfible  of  the 
Infufficiency  of  his  former  Exertions  againft  an 
American  Epifeopate,  and  found  it  neceffary  to 
make  another  Effort  to  fupport  the  Caufe  he  had 
undertaken  to  maintain,  And  if  he  had  a  farther 
View  of  retrieving  his  own  literary  Charafter,  he 
is  not  to  be  blamed  ;  for,  in  the  Opinion  of  many 
fenfible  People,  that^  as  well  as  his  Caufe,  had 
confiderably  fuffered,  by  the  Appearance  and  Ope¬ 
ration  of  a  certain  noxious  Pamphlet,  known  by 
the  Title  of— The  Appeal  defended. 

But  I  will  not  fpend  Time  in  trying  to  account 
for  what,  after  all,  may’  be  unaccountable  ;  nor  in¬ 
deed  can  the  Dodfor  expeft  me  to  take  the  Trouble 

of  fettling  his  Affairs  with  his  Readers.  It  is  more 

properly 
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properly  my  Bufmefs,  at  this  Time,  to  aflign  the 
Reafons  why  I  requeft  again  to  be  heard  ‘  before 
*  the  Tribunal  of  the  Public/  after  having  offered 
my  Plea  in  Behalf  of  the  American  Epifcopalians, 
and  made  my  Defence. 

And  here  1  might  plead  the  natural  Right  every 
Man  has  to  defend  himfelf  as  often  as  he  is  attack¬ 
ed  ;  and  that  it  is  the  proper  Bufmefs  of  a  Refpon- 
dent  to  reply  to  every  Thing  objedled  by  his  Oppo* 
nent :  But  I  fhall  not  avail  myfelf  of  thefe  Confi- 
derations,  becaufel  muff  confefs  that  I  have  not  been 
governed  by  them  myfelf.  In  thcDoftor’s  laft  Piece, 
now  coming  under  Examination,  the  Attack  never 
appeared  to  me  to  be  fo  formidable  as  to  make  a 
regular  Defence  neceffary  ^  nor  the  Objedlions  a- 
gainft  an  American  Epifeopate  to  be  of  fuch  Con- 
fequence  as  to  deferve  a  formal  Reply.  I  could  very 
freely,  without  Anxiety  or  Reluftance,  have  fub- 
mitted  the  Matter  in  Difpute  to  the  Judgment  of 
the  impartial,  without  offering  another  Sentence  on 
the  Subjeft. 

But  the  Misfortune  is,  that,  while  many 
undertake  to  be  Judges,  in  this  Cafe,  without 
any  Define  or  Inclination  to  examine  what  is  faid 
on  the  other  Side^  there  are  but  few  Perfons,  in 
thole  Colonies  wherein  Dr,  Chauncy^s  Pamphlets 
have,  chiefly  abounded,  (and  for  which  I  have 
an  Affeftion  as  well  as  he)  who  have  an  Op¬ 
portunity  of  reading  what  has  been  offered  in 
Favour  of  the  Epifeopate  propofed.  With  Re¬ 
gard  to  thofe  Colonies  therefore,  which  are  the 
chief  Objefts  of  the  Doctor’s  Concern,  he  and  his 
Adherents,  one  would  think,  miuht  have  been  very 
quiet  and  contented  with  fo  confiderable  an  Advan- 
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tage.  Blit  no:  They  were  alarmed,  it  feems,  for 
what  he  calls,  p.  141,  the  great  Cdufe  of  their  An- 
^eftors  \  and  it  was  feared  that  even  the  Report-,  or 
oral  Tradition,  of  what  had  been  urged  in  Behalf 
of  Anierican  Bihiops,  might  render  the  People  of 
New-England  favourable  to  the  Plan  for  introduc¬ 
ing  them  into  the  Colonies.  It  was  therefore 
tJiought  proper,  by  Way  of  Prevention  or  Anti¬ 
dote,  and  perhaps  at  the  fame  Time  as  a  Cordial 
for  the  Doctor  after  fo  great  a  Fatigue  as  he  had 
lately  undergone  in  anfwering  the  Appeal \  th^t  the 
S^hanks  of  his  a^ociated  Brethren  fhould  be  formally 
voted  him  for  theExploit;  and  that  this  Vote  Ihould 
be  circulated  through  the  Country  in  the  public  Pa¬ 
pers:  By  which  Contrivance  much  greater  Force 
was  given  to  his  Pamphlet  than  it  originally  polTef- 
fed.  For  the  Body  of  the  People  in  New-England-, 
who  had  heard  fo  little  in  Behalf  of  the  Bilhops 
propofed^  and  fo  much  againft  them  upon  feeing 
'  this  Decree  of  a  public  Triumph  or  Ovation  made 
in  Favour  of  the  Doftor;  had  it  ^hardly  in  their 
Power  to  conceive  otherwife,  than  that  the  Author 
of  the  Appeal  had  been  fairly  vanquifhed,  and  that 
the  epifcopal  Clergy  and  their  Friends,  under  the 
Cover  of  plaufible  Pretences,  had  formed  a  Plot 
to  deprive  them  of  their  religious  Liberties,  to  efta- 
blifh  over- them  an  ecclefiaftical  Jurildidfion  of  a 
tyrannical  Nature,  and  to  raife  high  Contributions 
upon  them,  for  the  Support  of— it  as  had  been 
originally  objedted. 

In  Order  therefore  to  undeceive  them,  and  any 
others  who  have  been  impofed  upon  by  thefe  or  tlie 
like  Arts  j  and  to  fhevv  that,  notwithftanding  the 
Pretence,  none  of  thefe  Objedlions  have  been  to¬ 
lerably  lupported,  and  indeed  that  no  Objection  of 

anv 
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any  Confequence  can  be  reafonably  made  againft 
an  Epifcopate  on  the  Plan  that  has  been  offered ; 
the  Author  has  been  urged  by  many  of  his  Friends, 
to  make  this  farther  Defence  offit ;  which  they  think 
to  be  neceffary  under  fuch  Circumftances.  As  his 
-own  Opinion  differed  not  greatly  from  theirs,  he 
foon  coniented  to  fubmit  to  the  Talk*  ;  and  in  per¬ 
forming  it  he  will  endeavour  to  fhew,  among  other 
Things,  that  there  is  a  fairer  and  better  Way  of 
judging  of  the  Matters  in  Difpute,  than  either 
from  the  public  Vvte  of  T'hanks  betore-mentioned, 
or  from  the  Doftor’s  confidently  fayi-ng,  in  his 
Title-Page,  that  in  his  Reply  to  the  Appeal  defended^ 
the  Author’s  Mijiakes  are  re5fified^  his  falfe  arguing 
refuted^  and  the  Objections  againft  the  planned  Ame¬ 
rican  Epifcopate  (hewn  to  remain  in  full  Force^  not- 
withftanding  all  that  he  has  offered  to  render  them 
invalid. 

The  Dodtor’s  Pamphlet  is  entitled,  A  Reply  to 
the  Appeal  defended  ;  but  the  Reader  muff  not  con¬ 
clude  from  hence,  that  it  is,  in  any  Senfe,  a  Reply 
to  the  whole  of  it.  The  larger  Part,  containing 
many  Things  that  are  very  material  in  this  Con- 
troverfy,  is  paffed  over  without  the  leaft  Notice. 
1  fhall  not  follow  the  Doftor’s  Example  in  this ; 
intending,  fince  I  have  undertaken  a  Review  of 
liis  Performance,  rot  to  pafs  by  any  Thing  that 
can  be  thought  to^e  either  pertinent  or  plaufible. 

In  taking  my  Leave  of  him,  I  propofed,  in 
Cafe  the  Difpute  about  an  American  Epifcopate 

fhould 

*  What  is  77CW  prefented  to  the  Reader,  would  have  ap¬ 
peared  much  fooner,  had  not  the  Author  waited  to  fee  what 
Produdlions  worthy  of  Notice,  the  Publication  of  the  Jp- 
ptal  2iX\ei  Apptal  Cefended  in  LowDON,  might  occafion  in  that 
Quarter. 
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fliould  be  farther  continued,  ‘  that  the  Debate 
fliould  be  reduced  within  a  narrower  Compafs ; 
that  nothing  which  does  not  imiTiediately  relate 
to  the  Merits  of  the  Caufe,  fhould  be  offered  on 
either  Side^l^.  But  he  wili  not  allow  that  I  had  any 
Right  to  propofe  fuch  a  Limitation  ;  fince  in  the 
Appeal  and  the  Appeal  defended,  I  had  not  ftridly 
adhered  to  the  Point  of  an  American  Epilcopate 
myfelf.  But  I  know  of  nothing  in  the  Appeal  that 
does  not  immediately  relate  to  this  Point,  except 
the  two  firft  Sedions,  wherein  a  "  Sketch’  of  the 
general  Arguments  in  Favour  of  Epifcopacy  was 
given,  and  the  Nature  of  the  epifcopal  Office  was 
explained.  Thefe  were  intro  duel  ory  to  the  Bufinefs 
in  Hand,  and  were  thought  to  have  a  Tendency  to 
put  the  Plea  tor  the  Epifeopate  requefted  in  a  pro¬ 
per  Light,  by  ffiewing  that  the  late  Application  of 
our  Convention  for  American  Biffiops  proceeded 
from  their  real  Principles  ;  which  was  certainly  the 
Cafe.  But  feeing  the  ill  LFfe  made  of  thefe  intro- 
dudory  Sedions  by  my  Adverfaries,  in  my  Defence^ 

I  paffed  over  all  that  had  been  faid  on  the  general 
Subjed  of  Epifcopacy,  fo  far  as  relates  to  the  E-. 
vidence  of  Scripture  and  the  primitive  Church  v 
being  defirous  of  reducing  the  Controverfy  to  one 
Point ;  namely,  the  Reafonablenefs  and  Propriety 
of  an  American  Epifeopate.x 

Dr.  Chauncy,  in  his  firft  Pamphlet,  had  not  only 
enlarged  on  the  .introdudory  Sedions,  but  had 
rambled  beyond  the  Bounds  of  the  Appeal,  in  a  * 
long  Epifode  about  the  Sentiments  of  our  firft 
Reformers,  (to  fay  nothing  of  other  Inftances)  in 
Order  invidioufly  to  reprefent  the  epifcopal  Clergy 
in  the  Colonies  as  having  departed  from  the  origi¬ 
nal 

•f  Jppeal  (tf/endedt  p.  266. 


FARTHER  DEFENDED.  ^ 

nal  Principles  of  the  Church  of  England  :  And  I 
found  it  neceffary  to  fpend  no  inconfiderable  Part 
of  my  Reply  in^fecting  this  Matter  in  its  proper 
Light.— -After  what  had  thus  paffed  between  us,  I 
think  I  had  a  Right  to  '  propofe  a  new  Plan  of 
‘  Operations/  in  Cafe  Hoftilities  fliould  continue 
which  I  did— not  intending,  as  he  mifreprefents  the 
Matter,  to  fut  it  out  of  the  Power  of  others  to  re- 
tnark  upon  the  greatejl  Part  of  what  I  had  been 
pleafed  to  offer ^ — but  only  defiring  that  a  due  Regard 
to  the  Patience  of  our  Readers,  upon  which  we 
had  trefpafled,  might,  for  the  future,  be  more  care¬ 
fully  maintained.  The  Doftor  is  of  Opinion  in¬ 
deed,  that  if  I  had  taken  the  whole  of  the  above- 
mentioned  Mifcondud:  upon  myfelf^  no  one  would 
have  thought  it  an  Aspersion.  I  am  of  the  fame 
Opinion  too  ;  becaufe  no  one  before  him  ever  did 
think  of  calling  That  an  Afperfton^  which  a  Man 
takes  upon  himfelf  It  is  poffible  he  intended  to  fay 
a  Self-Afper/ion, 

I  HAD  farther  propofed,  fhould  the  Controverfy 
be  continued, that  no  Invedlive  or  Abufe,-— no- 
^  thing  that  favors  of  Bigotry  or  Barbarity,  fhould 
‘  be  fuffered  to  mingle  in  the  Debate ;  but  t^t  inge- 
‘  nuous,  fober  Reafoning  fliould  decide  it.’  The 
Dodlor  thinks  I  could  have  made  the  Propofal  with 
a  better  Grace^  if  I  had  more  fully  exemplified  it 
myfelf.  Indeed  he  immediately  confeflTes,  p.  6,  (I 
requeft  the  Reader  to  take  particular  Notice  of  the 
PaflTage,  becaufe  it  is  the  only  one  in  which  he 
feems  to  be  in  a  tolerably  good  Humour,  while  he 
fpeaks  of  me)  that  my  Air  in'  writing  fometimes 
carries  the  Appearance  of  Mildnefs  and  Moderation ; 
por  is  it  generally  mifbecoming  the  Gentleman^  or  the 
Qhrifiian,  I  will  give  him  all  due  Credit  for  this 
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ConceHion  ^  and  I  think  it  concerns  me  to  make  the 
moft  of  it. 

But  in  the  next  Words  he  cries  out  concerning 
me :  any  pretend  that  his  Manner  is  not  toa 

often  very  like  their'" s  who  are  actuated  by  a  Spirit 
of  Bigotry  ?  Perhaps  in  fomc  Inftances  this  may 
have  been  the  Cafe,  although  I  am  not  confeious 
of  it  myfelf,  and  am  unable  to  point  out  in  what; 
particular  PalTages.  I  know  the  extreme  Difficulty 
of  carrying  on  a  Controverfy  with  peeviffi  and  cap¬ 
tious  Ad  verfaries,  without  fometimes  dropping  Ex- 
preffions  that  may  appear,  to  an  indifferent  Perfon, 
to  favor  of  Bigotry^  or  a  blind  Confidence.  But  I  can, 
truly  declare,  that  I  have  endeavoured  to  guard  a- 
gainft  this  Kind  of  Failings.- -He  goes  on  :  Has  he 
710  where  treated  his  Opponents  with  Inveblive  and, 
Abufe  ?  With  fome  little  Invebiive  on  certain  Oc- 
Cafions,  I  confefs  ;  but  not  with  Abufe^  as  the 
Word  implies  unkind  or  fevere  Treatment  that  h, 
undeferved.  Are  there  no  Inftances  in  which  he  has 
had  Recourfe  to  evajive  Art^  rather  than  folid  Ar¬ 
gument  ?  Not  a  fingle  one,  I  affirm,  to  the  beft  of 
my  Knowledge.  Again  :  Has  he  never  fubftituted 
popular  Exclamation  in  the  Room  of  good  Reafon- 
ing  ? — The  Do6lor  moft  probably  meant  here  po¬ 
pular  Declamation  ;  as  in  p.  8  5,  he  complains  of 
my  having  made  a  declamatory  Application  to  the 
Pafftons,  Popular  Declamation  is  too  often  the 
Fault  of  controverfial  Writers;  but  as  to  popular 
Exclamation^  it  is  novum  Crimen,  et  ante  hunc 
Diem  inauditum.”  How  far  the  Appeal  defended 
was  S  Compofition  of  a  declamatary  Nature,  is 
freely  fubmitted  to  the  Judgment  of  the  Impartial. 
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But  farther  :  Do  we  never  find  him  difingenuoufiy 
endeavouring  to  make  others  think  he  has  anfwered 
POWERFULLY,  when  he  himfelf  knew  he  had  faid  no¬ 
thing  to  the  Purpofe  ?  *Nay^  has  he  never  fo  dijh^- 
voured  his  own  Charadier  as  only  to  laugh  loud  when  fo 
prejfed  as  to  be  unable  to  make  a  juft  or  fober  Reply  ? 
As  the  Doctor  has  not  attempted  to  point  out  par¬ 
ticular  Inftances  of  this  Conduft,  I  can  only  fay, 
in  general,  that  in  anfwering  him  I  never  thought 
myfelf  fo  preffed  as  to  be  undble  to  make  a  juft  or 
fober  Reply ;  and  confequently  that  [  was  under  no 
Temptation  to  put  off  upon  the  Reader  what  was 
nothing  to  the  Purpofe^  for  powerful  Anfwer.  Even 
laughing  loudly  on  Ibme  Occafions  is  no  Crime  nor 
Diflionour ;  and  in  the  Appeal  defenfted^  I  am  not 
confeious  of  having  laughed  at  all,  but  in  fuch 
Cafes  as  would  difpofe  every  attentive  Reader  to 
laugh  with  me.  ^  In  a  Word,  I  meant  nothing  in 
any  Part  of  it,  but  to  treat  both  the  Dodlor  and 
the  Public  fairly  ^  and  if  I  failed  in  any  Inftances, 
it  was  contrary  to  my  Defire  and  Intention,  and  it 
is  more  than  hitherto  I  have  been  able  to  difeover. 
What  the  Sentiments  of  my  Friends  are,  upon 
this  .Head,  I  fhall  leave  for  them  to  exprefs  as 
they  think  proper*  I  know  not  that  they  have 
made  any  Complaints,  either  as  to  the  Matter  or 
Manner  of  my  former  Defence  ;  and  I  truft  they  - 
are  not  difpofed  to  complain  of  any  Thing,  like  the 
Dodlor’s  Friends,  on  Account  of  its  being  candid^ 
For  he  tells  us,  that  fome  of  his  Friends  have 
complained  of  his  Manner  in  anfwering  the  Ap¬ 
peal^  as  over-mild  and  candid,  p.  10,  ii. 

Without  enlarging  farther  on  what  is  meerly 
perfonal,  betw,een  the  Doclor  and' me,  I  fhall  n'ow 
proceed  to  confider  fuch  Paftages  of  what  he  calls 
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his  Reply^  as  are  moft  worthy  of  Notice.  And  the 
firft  that  occurs  is  inp.  ii.  In  an  introductory 
Obfervation  I  had  requefted  of  every  Reader  to 
take  Notice,  that  Dr.  Chauncy,  as  well  as  my  other 
Opponents,  had  given  up  the  great  Point  in  Difpute. 
To  fupport  this  Obfervation,  I  quoted  feveral  Paf- 
fages  which  were  fuppofed  to  be  a  full  Proof  of 
it.  The  Doctor  now  denies  that,  they  contain  that 
in  them  which  looks  like  hh  giving  up  the  main 
Point  in  Debate,  p.  12.  As  this  is  a  Matter  of 
great  Importance  in  this  Controverfy,  and  what  he 
calls  p.  1 3,  the  moft  eftential  Part  of  the  Difpute,  I 
beg  Leave  to  review  it  with  particular  Care,  be¬ 
lieving  that  it  deferves  the  Reader’s  Attention,  as 
much  as  any  Thing  contained  in  the  following 
Sheets.  < 

The  particular  Paflages  alledged  in  Proof  of 
the  Dodtor’s  having  given  up  the  great  Point  in 
Difpute,  by  confenting  to  the  Epifcopate  in  Quef- 
tion,  are  the  following.  IVe  defire  no  other  Liberty^ 
than  to  he  left  unmolejted  in  the  Exercife  of  our  reli¬ 
gious  Principles^  in  fo  far  as  we  are  good  Members 
of  Society.  And  we  are  perfedily  willing  Epifcopali- 
ans  fhould  enjoy  this  Liberty  to  the  full.  If  they 
think  Bifhops.,  in  their  appropriated  Senfe.,  were  con- 
Jlituted  by  Chrift.,  or  his  Apoftles.,  we  objebl  not  a 
IVord  againft  their  having  as  many  of  them  as  they 
pleafe.^  if  they  will  be  content  to  have  them  with  Au¬ 
thority  altogether  derived  from  Chrift  ||.  Again  :  It 
is  not  /imply  the  Exercife  of  any  of  their  religious 
Principles  that  would  give  the  leaft  Uneaftnefs.^  nor 
yet  the  Exercife  of  them  under  as  many  purely  spi¬ 
ritual  Bifhops  as  they  would  wifh  to  have\  but 

their 
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their  having  Bijhops  under  a  State  Establish- 

MENT§.  , 

The  Doftor  allows  the  Quotations  to  have  been 
fairly  made  •,  and  the  Queftion  here  is,  whether  in 
thefe  Paflages,  he  does,  or  does  not,  conlent  to 
our  having  the  Epifcopate  propofed  in  the  Appeal. 
In  order  fairly  to  determine  this  Point,  Kecourfe 
muft  be  firft  had  to  the  Appeal,  that  it  may  be 
feen  what  Sort  of  an  Epifcopate  it  propofes,  and 
whether  it  be  the  fame  that  the  Doftor  confents  to. 
Now  this  is  clearly  and  fully  defcribed  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Words.  ‘  It  has  been  long  fettled  by  our 
‘  Friends  and  Superiors  at  home,  and  the  .Clergy 
‘  of  this  Country  have  often  fignified  their  Ap- 
*  probation  thereof,  and  Acquiefccnce  therein — 

‘  that  the  Bilhop  to  be  fent  to  America,  fball  have 
‘  no  Authority,  but  purely  of  a  fpiritual  and  eccle- 
‘  ftaftical  Nature,  fuch  as  is  derived  altogether  from 
‘  the  Church,  and  not  from  the  State — that  this  Au- 
‘  thority  fhall  operate  only  upon  the  Clergy  of  the 
‘  Church,  and  not  upon  the  Laity  nor  Diflenters 
‘  of  any  Denomination— that  the  Bilhops  fhall  not 
‘  interfere  with  the  Property  or  Privileges,  whe- 
‘  ther  civil  or  religious,  of  Churchmen  or  Diflen- 
‘  ters— that,  in  particular,  they  fhall  have  no  Con- 
‘  cern  with  the  Probate  of 'W^ills,  Letters  of  Guar- 
‘  dianlhip  and  Adminiftration,  or  Marriage-Li- 
‘  cences,  nor  be  Judges  of  any  Cafes  relating 
‘  thereto- -but,  that  they  fhall  only  exercife  the 
‘  original  Duties  of  their  Office  as  before  Fated,  i.  e. 

‘  ordain  and  govern  the  Clergy,  and  adminijter  Con- 
‘  firmation  to  thofc  who  fhall  defire  it.  TUis» 
‘  without  any  Referyation  or  Equivocation,  is  the 
‘  exadt  Plan  of  an  Airierican  Epifcopate  which  has 

been- 
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which  Biihops  have  been  requeaeci  here,  either 

‘  in  our  general  or  more  particular  Addreffes*.’  Nor 

IS  there  any  Thing,  in  any  Part  of  the  JppeaL 

from  which  It  can  be  inhered,  that  a  different  E- 

pifcopate  from  this  was  intended  or  defired. 

Now  the  Doftor,  in  the  Paffages  quoted,  de¬ 
clares  for  himfelf,  as  well  as  in  Behalf  of  others 
mat  he  is  willing  vye  fhould  have  as  many  Bi- 
Inops  as  we  want,  provided  only,  that  we  are 
content  to  have  them  with  Authority  altogether 
DERIVED  FROM  Christ— that  they  are  purely 
SPIRITUAL— and  not  upon  the  Footing  of  a  State 
Establishment.  But  thele  are  Ipecifically  and  ex- 
adlly  the  very  Bifhops  propofed  in  the  Appeal.  The 
Bilhops  requeued  are  thofe  exprefsly  faid  ‘  to  have 
no  Authority,  but  fuch  as  is  derived  altoofether 
from  the  Church,  and  conlequently  altogether 
FROM  Christ.  Their  Authority  and  Powers 
are  to  be  intirely  ‘  of  an  ecclefiaftical  Nature,’ 
they  being  intcnued  only  ‘  to  ordain  and  govern 
the  Clergy,  and  to  adminifter  Confirmation  and 
conlequently  they  are  to  be  purely  spiritl^al. 

The  Government  is  not  expefted  or  defired  to 
give  them  any  Support  or  peculiar  Proteftion ; 
and  confequently  they  are  not  to  be  on  the  Foot- 
ing  of  a  State  Establishment.  From  thele  PTe~ 
mifes  every  Reader  can,  and  every  unbialfed  Reader 
will,  dravr  the  Confequence  for  himfelf,  that  there¬ 
fore  Dr.  Chamcy  allows  of 'the  Epifcopate  propo 
fed  in  the  Appeal.,  and  h  '  '  '  ’  eat  Poin 

in  Dilpute, 
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He  aflerts  notwithftanding,  that  the  Bifhops  in 
the  above-mentioned  Plan,  and  thofe  he  fpol^e  of 
in  the  above  recited  PalTages,  are  essentially  dif¬ 
ferent— widely  different^  as  this  IVorld  is  from 
another.  But  what  Alfurance  is  this !  A  Man  that 
can  affirm  at  this  P.ate,  is  fit  to  undertake,  what  a 
common  Genius  will  not  attempt,  to  prove  that 
‘  Darknefs  is  Light,  and  Light  Darknefs.’  I  would 
willingly  put  the  moft  favourable  Conftrudtion 
upon  this  Condud: ;  and  therefore  I  impute  it  to 
the  Perplexity  he  was  under,  which  did  not  permit 
him  to  fee  what  is  fo  evident  to  others. 

And  indeed  he  feems  to  have  puzzled  and  con- 
fufed  himfelf  not  a  little,  with  the  Term  fpiritual 
Bifhops,  For  fometimes  he  ufes  it  in  the  Senfc 
wherein  all  Mankind  have  ever  underftood  it,  as 
fignifying  Biffiops  that  have  ‘  no  Authority  but  of 
‘  a  fpiritual  and  ecclefiaftical  Nature,  fuch  as  is 
‘  derived  altogether  from  the  Church  and  not  from 
‘  the  State,’  which  are  the  Biffiops  of  the  Appeal. 
Thus  he  allows,  p.  92,  that  we  might  have  purely 
fpiritual  Bifhops,,  by  applying  to  the  Biffiop  of  Ca¬ 
nada  or  the  Moravians,  But  why  then  may  we  not 
have  Biffiops  as  fpiritual,  if  we  receive  them  from 
England  ?  Ordination  to  the  fame  Office,  by  any 
one  Biffiop  in  Chriftendom,  conveys  exadly  the 
fame  Authority,  to  the  fame  Degree,  as  Ordinati¬ 
on  by  any  other  Biffiop,  according  to  the  Opinion 
of  the  Church  in  all  Ages  ;  and  the  Powers  thus 
conveyed  are  not  temporal,  but  fpiritual.  The  tem¬ 
poral  Powers  which  Biffiops  poflefs  in  any  Coun¬ 
try,  are  not  derived  from  their  Ordination,  but 
confered  upon  them  by  fome  Law  or  A6l  of  the 
State.  Where  Biffiops  receive  fuch  Powers,  they 
are  in  Part  temporal  Biffiops  j  but  where  they  re¬ 
ceive 
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ceive  none,  they  are  purely  fpiritual.  Before  the 
Time  of  Conjlantine  all  Bifliops  were  fuch  *,  and 
fince  his  Time,  Bifhops,  without  any  temporal  Au¬ 
thority,  are  as  purely  fpiritual  as  they  were  before  it, 
p'ery  Power  which  belongs  to  them  as  Bilhops  be¬ 
ing  of  a  fpiritual  Nature,  The  original  and  pecu¬ 
liar  Powers  of  Bifhops*,  are  thofe  of  Ordination, 
Government  and  Confirmation.  Now  the  Doftor 
himfelf,  p.  103,  calls  ordaining  and  governing  Power 
fpiritual  \  and  for  the  fame  Reafons,  confirming  Pow¬ 
er  muft  be  fpiritual  likewife.  And  when  Bifhops 
poflefs  thefe  Powers,  without  any  Mixture  of  tem¬ 
poral  Authority,  they  are  purely  fpiritual.  But  in 
other  Places,  and  particularly  wherever  he  denies 
that  fpiritual  Bifhops  are  the  fame  with  thofe  of 
the  Appeal,,  he  ufes  the  Words  in  a  Senfe  that  is 
exclufively  his  own  ;  and  by  purely  fpiritual  Bi¬ 
fhops,  he  evidently  means  Bilhops  that  are  pure 
Spirits,  without  any  bodily  Qualities  ;  which  laft, 
it  feems,  are  the  only  Bifhops  he  is  now  willing  to 
allow  us. 

He  appears  to  have  been  equally  embarrafled  with 
the  word  Efiablijhment,  The  Eftablifliment  of  a 
Religion,  or  of  any  particular  Order  of  Men  always 
implies,  at  leaft,,  fome  peculiar  Countenance  andPro- 
teftion  from  the  State  ;  but  all  that  is  defired  for  the 
Bifhops  of  the  Appeal,,  is  a  Confent  to  their  Exi- 
ftence,  or,  at  mofty  the  Approbation  of  the  Legif- 
lature,  and  that  common  Proteftion  which  is  freely 
granted  to  the  various  religious  Denominations 
throughout  the  Britifh  Dominions.  Nothing  but 
wilful  or  natural  Blindnefs  can  avoid  feeing,  that 
-there  is  a  wide  Difference  between  fuch  a  Tolera¬ 
tion,  and  a  State-Eft ahlifiment.  The  Do6lor  fome- 
times  ufes  the  Word  Eftablifhment  in  the  Senfe 
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wherein  others  ufe  it  *,  and  it  was  not  fufpefted 
that  he  departed  from  its  common  Acceptation  in 
his  Jnfwer  to  the  Jppeal.  And  therefore  when  he 
fignified  his  Confent  to  our  having  Bifhops  that 
jQioiild  not  be  under  a  Stcitc-EJldbliJhfUCTit^  I  made 
no  Scruple  to  affirm,  that  he  confented  to  the  E- 
pifcopate  of  t\\t  Appeal^  which  was  not  to  be  under  a 
State-Efiablijhment^  and  confequently  that  he  had 
given  up  the  main  Point  in  Debate— which  had  he 
uled  common  Language  in  its  common  Acceptation, 
was  certainly  the  Cafe.  In  order  to  extricate  hirn- 
felf,  he  now  declares  in  his  Reply^  that  he^  figni¬ 
fied  no  fuch  Confent  \  and  to  my  Queftion— — 
‘  Does  this  Plan  propofe  an  Eftabliffiment  of  the 
‘  Church  V — He  roundly  anfwers,  it  undoubtedly 
does.  p.  142.  So  that  by  EJlabliJloment  now,  he 
means  no  more  than  what  is  propofed  in  the  Ap¬ 
peal  for  an  American  Epifcopate,  wffiich  is  exactly 
neither  more  nor  lefs  than  what  all  confffient  Wri¬ 
ters  mean  by  the  word  toleration.  And  fuch  are  the 
Fervors  of  his  anti-epifcopal  Zeal,  that  he  is  un¬ 
willing  American  Bifliops  fliould  be  eftabliffied  in 
his  Senfe,  /.  tolerated,  or  fuffered  to  exift  in  any 
Form,  excepting  perhaps  that  of  pure  Spirits. 

I  HAVE  proceeded  on  the  favourable  Suppofiti- 
on,  that  the  Doftor  was  perplexed  himfelf  in  the 
Ufe  of  thefe  Terms.  If  this  w^as  not  the  Cafe,  it 
was  ftill  worfe ;  for  he  mult  have  intended  to  per¬ 
plex  his  Readers.  ^  Phenomena’  of  this  Kind  iome- 
times  do  appear  ‘  in  the  Regions  of  Controverly.’ 
When  a  Writer  is  dextrous  in  playing  Tricks  with 
Words,  he  can,  at  any  Time,  raife  a  Mill,  and 
make  his  Efcape  *,  and  when  we  think  that  we  have 
fecured  him  in  Cords  of  his  own  twilling,  we 
are  furprized  to  find,  that-- 

Effugiet 


i6  the  appeal 

Effugiet  tamen  h^c  fceleratus  Vincula  Proteusi 

The  Do6lor  complains  that  my  Reprefentation 
of  the  Matter  makes  him  to  have  wrote  [written 
many  Scores  of  Pages  in  Oppojition  to  that^  againft 
which  he  had  not^a  Word  to  object,  p.  12- -and  to 
have  aPted  a  weak^  ridiculous  and  inconjijlent  Part. 
p.  13.  The  Pa6t  is  truly  reprefcnted,  whatever  it 
may  imply  ;  and  I  am  not  anfwerable  for  the  Con- 
fequences.  I  am  difpofed  to  think  as  favourably 
of  him  as  poffible,  and  I  could  wifh  for  no  Occa- 
fions  of  treating  him  otherwife  than  refpeftfully. 
And  as  to  the  Inconfiftency  before  us,  I  am  willing, 
as  I  have  faid,  to  afcribe  it,  not  to  any  Malice 
but  to  the  Embarraffinent  he  was  under 
from  the  Badneis  of  his  Caufe,  and  the  urgent 
Neceffity  of  his  ftill  defending  it.  The  fame  Kind 
of  Inconfiftency,  proceeding  from  the  like  Embar- 
raffment,  ^  has  appeared  in  all  our  Oppofers  •,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  the  American  Whig^  the  Remonjlrant^ 
and  another  great  Stickler  againft  American  Biftiops, 
in  the  London  Chronicle^  who  hgns  himfelf  Atlan- 
ticus.  ^  They  oppole  that  againft  which  they  have 
no  Objeftions  ;  they  give  their  Confent,  and  after¬ 
wards  deny  that  they  ever  thought  of  confenting  at 
all.  ^ 

I 

The  laft-mentioned  Writer,  In  Order  to  “  do 
Juftice  to  the  Americans,”  fays,  that  ‘‘  they 
‘‘  only  objedt  to  Lords  BijJjops  being  fent  over  by 
Authority  trom  the  Legillature  of  Great-  Britain, 
with  Power  and  Titles  of  worldly  Pre-eminence.” 
And  the  Dodlor  in  p.  104,  feems  chiefly  to  fear, 
that  the  Bifliops  delcribed  in  our  Plan,  fhould  come 
from  the  King  or  State  ;  for  he  is  there  very  willing 
that  we  fhould  have  them  from  the  Bohemians,  or 

Waldenfes, 
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Waldenfcs,  or  Moravians,  or  even  from  Canada. 
But  it  can  be  a  Matter  of  no  Confequence  to  thofe, 
over  whom  they  are  to  exercife  no  Jurifdiftion, 
whether  our  Bifhops,  under  the  Limitations  propo- 
fed,  are  of  Bohemian,  Moravian,  or  Englifli 
■Extiadfion.  BiHiops  may  be  lent  by  the  Legif- 
lature  of  Great-Britain”  without  any  temporal 
Power  ;  and  Inch  only  have  been  delired  for  Ame¬ 
rica.  As  to  their  Titles^  which  may  give  Paiii  to 
the  envious  and  malicious,  they  will  imply  no 
Pre-eminence  but  what  arifes  from  the  Nature  of 
their  Office,  conlidered  as  purely  ecclefiaftica)  or 
fpiritual,  and  will  undoubtedly  not  exceed  what 
were  given  to  Bifhops  in  the  primitive  Ages  of  the 
Church.  “  The  Legiflaturc  of  Great-Britain”  has 
never  been  requefted  to  fend  Bifhops  to  America  ; 
nor  is  the  Parliament  defired  to  interfere  any  far¬ 
ther,  than,  if  it  fliould  be  found  that  the  national 
Eftablifhment  will  naturally  give  American  Bifhops, 
when  appointed,  more  Authority  than  is  propofed, 
to  circumferibe  it  according  to  our  Plan. 

As  to  the  King  indeed,  it  is  the  Duty  both  of 
the  Clergy  here,  and  of  the  Bifhops  at  home,  to 
apply  to  him  for  his  Confent  and  W^arrant,  before 
they  proceed  to  carry  fuch  a  Scheme  into  Execution. 
This  Duty  arifes  from  that  Supremacy  of  the  Crown, 
to  which  the  Bifhops  and  Clergy  have  fworn  Sub- 
miffion,  in  all  fuch  Cafes,  agreeably  to  the  Laws 
of  the  Realm  ;  and  although  we  find  “  the  Minds 
“  of  iomt  Jlanderous  Folks  to  be  offended”  at  it,  it 
is  no  more,  to  ufe  the  Words  of  the  Article,  than 

that  only  Prerogative  which  we  fee  to  have  been 
“  given  always  to  all  godly  Princes  by  God  himfelf.’’ 

D  Among 
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^  Among  the  original  Articles  of  the  Doftor’s 
Complaint,  it  was  reprefented,  tbal:  the  Arguments 
in  Support  of  the  Petitions /(?r  an  American  Epif- 
■copate  had  been  kept  fecret  ;  and  that  an  authentic 
Knozvkdge  of  them^  though  applied  for^  was  rejected. 
It  was  replied  in  the  Appeal  defended^  ^  I  know  no¬ 
thing  of  fuch  an  Application,  or  Rejedlion.’  He 
now  rejoins,  p.  14,  I  am  now  dijpofed  to  think  he 
here  wrote  as  he  thought.  But.,  if  he  had  taken  7 ime 
for  Recollediion.,  it  is  probable  he  would  have  called 
to  Mind  what  he  might  not  then  have  had  in  ahlual 
Remembrance.  Did  he  never  hear  of  a  formal  Aip- 
plication  made  by  Dr.  Stiles  in  a  Letter  to  the  Clerk 
cf  the  New-Tork  Convention.,  defiring  a  Copy  of  their 
Petitions.,  efpecially  their  Petition  to  the  King.,  and  of 
the  formal  Negative  put  upoji  this  reafonable  Requejl? 
Did  he  never  hear  of  any  Controverfy  between  the 
American  Whig.,  and  this  Clerk  of  the  Convention^ 
relative  to  the  Petition  to  the  King.,  wherein  he  was 
called  upon  to  put  an  End  to  the  Di[puie.,  by  producing 
the  Words  pf  the  Petition^  zvhich  he  refufed  to  do  ? 
To  all  this  I  anfwer  in  the  Negative.  I  neither 
heard  of  Dr.  Stiles’s  Application,  nor  of  theDifpute 
between  the  American  Whig  and  the  Secretary  of 
our  Convention,  till  confiderably  after  the  Time  of 
the  Doftor’s  making  his  Complaint  *,  and  therefore 
I  naturally  fuppofed  that  what  is  here  mentioned 
could  not  have  occafioned  it,  it  being  not  com¬ 
mon  for  Effebfs  to  go  before  their  Caufes.  The 
Complaint  was  publifhed  by  the  Middle  of  March 
1768,  and  muft  have  been  printed  in  February,  and 
written  before  it  was  printed — Mr.  Seabury’s  Ad- 
vertifement,  as  Secretary  of  the  Convention,  which 
brought  on  his  Difpute  with  the  American  Whig.,  did 
not  make  its  Appearance  in  New- York  before  March 
28~And  Dr.  Stiles’s  Application  for  Copies  of 
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the  Petitions,  was  not  made  till  feveral  Weeks  af¬ 
terwards.  So  that  the  Reader  fees  it  was  not  owing- 

o 

to  mj  oi  Recolk^fion^  but  to  my  Ignorance 

of  the  Dodlor’s  Abilities  in  Prognojiication^  that  I 
made  fuch  a  Reply.  But  if  this  Gentleman  was 
above  making  Diftinftions  between  paft  and  future^ 
he  ought  in  Juftice  to  have  told  us  fo,  upon  his 
engaging  in  the  Controverfy.. 


..  It  was  farther  faid  in  Anfwer  to  him:  ^The 
Complaint  is  altogether  groundlefs  ;  for  the  Plan 
upon  which  it  was  propofed  that  BiHiops  fhould 
be  fent  to.  America,  and  the  Arguments  afterwards 
made  Ufe  of  in  Supportirof  the  Petitions,  aftually 
were  publifhed,  a  confiderable  Time  before  the 
Petitions  were  fent/  The  Do6lor  replies,  What 
is  all  this  to  the  Purpofe  ?  p.  1 5.  I  muft  confefs  it 
appears  to  me  to  be  greatly  to  the  Purpofe,  to  fhevv 
that  particular  Matters  were  publifhed,  in  anfwering 
a  Complaint  that  they  were  not  publifhed..  It*  is 
iruCj  fays  he,  fuch  Arguments^  in  Support  of  the  Plan 
for  American  Bifhops  as  were  thought  fit  to  be  pub- 
lickly  ufed^  we  have  been  (he  might  have  faid  had 
been )  made  acquainted  with.  But  the  Sfueftion  is^ 
are  thefe  the  only  ones  that  enforced  the  Petitions 
that  were  fent  home  ?  Will  the  Doblor  venture  to  fay^ 
NO  OTi'TERs  were  ufed  ?  I  affure  him,  that  fuch 
Arguments  as  had  been  publickly  ufed  in  Support 
of  our  Plan,  included  the  only  ones  that  were 
tifed  to  enforce  the  Petitions  •,  and  therefore  I  need 
not  add,  that  no  OTHEPvSwere  made  Ufe  offer  that 
Purpofe.  All  this  has  been  publickly  afferted  over 
and  over.  If  fo,  fays  the  Doftor,  IPhat  pojfible 
Harm  can  there  be  in  giving  Copies  of  them  ? — It  is 
generally  fuppofed  that  fome  Things  are  faid  in  Support 
of  thefe  Petitions^  which  the  Clergy  who  fent  them 

D  2  are 
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are  not  willing  Jhould  he  publickly  known.  No  great 
Harm,  I  imagine,  could  have  been  expefted  from 
the  Publication  of  our  Petitions  *,  and  if  the  Clergy 
had  been  treated  with  Decency  on  the  Occafion,  it 
is  not  improbable  that  Copies  of  all  of  them  would, 
long  fince,  have ‘been  laid  before  the  Public.  But 
after  having  been  openly  bullied  and  abufed,  upon 
no  otherEvidence  againft  them  than  that  of  uncha¬ 
ritable  Sufpicions,  and  after  the  Petitions  had  been 
magifterially  demanded  by  anonymous  Scriblers, 
they  thought  proper  to  refufe  them.  In  thefe  Cir- 
cumftances  the  Requeft  of  Dr.  Stiles.^  , however 
reafonable  in  itfelf,  or  however  decently  made, 
could  not  prudently  be  granted,  as  his  ConnedtE 
ons  with  a  certain  Party  were  known. 

The  Do6tor  proceeds  :  If  any  Credit  is  due  to 
the  IV ord  of  a  Gentleman^  of  well  efiablijhed  Repu^ 
tat  ion.,  who  was  favoured  with  a  Sight.,  though  not 
with  a  Copy  of  one  of  thefe  Petitions.,  it  contained, 
that  in  it  which  has  never  been  made  public.  I  would 
not  fay  any  Thing  to  leffen  the  well  efiablifhed  Re¬ 
futation  of  any  Gentleman  ;  but  fuch  an  imperfedt 
'f'eftimony  can,  by  no  Means,  be  admitted  in  the 
prelent  Cafe.  If  the  Gentleman.,  here  meant,  had 
the  Sight  of  a  true  Copy,  it  is  poffible  that  he  may 
have  mifapprehended  ibme  particular  Paflages,  or 
his  Memory  may  have  deceived  him.  But  perhaps 
he  faw  only  the  lirft  Draft  of  a  Petition,  before  it 
jiad  undergone  the  Corredtions  of  the  Convention  •, 
and  from  this  he  could  form  no  Judgment  of  the 
Petition  that  was  afterwards  adtually  fent.  Perhaps 
he  faw  a  fpurious  Copy  (and  why  may  there  not  be 
j-idfitious  Petitions,  as  well  as  fillitious  Letters  from 
Members  of  the  Society  ? )  written  with  a  View, 
either  of  making  Mifchicf  among  the^DilTenters, 

or 
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or  of  railing  an  Odium  againft  the  epifcopal  Cler¬ 
gy.  To  this  muft  be  added,  that  the  Gentleman 
himfelf  is  not  known,  and  confequently  but  little 
Regard  can  be  paid  to  his  Teftimony,  at  any  Rate. 
Now,  to  borrow  a  little  of  the  Doftor’s  Phrafeolo- 
gy  from  p.  168,  xKk  poor^  lame^  Evidence  is 
all  that  he  has  to  oppofe  to  the  pofitive  and  pe¬ 
remptory  Declarations  of  our  Convention  to  the 
contrary,  and  particularly  by  the  Pen  of  their  very 
worthy  Secretary  j  the  Members  of  which  Con¬ 
vention  muft  be  fuppofed  to  know  what  they 
themfelves  did  in  the  Affair,  and  can,  whenever 
they  pleafe,  have  Recourfe  to  the  original  Papers. 


But  as  what  could  not  prudently  be  done,  at 
that  Seafon  of  epidemic  Prelbyterian  Vehemence 
againft  the  Clergy  and  the  Church  of  England  in 
the  Colonies,  may  not  be  altogether  improper 
now— when  the  Paffions  of  Men  have  greatly  fub- 
fided,  and  their  Prejudices  have  abated,  in'  Pro¬ 
portion  as  their  Eyes  have  been  opened  ;  in  order 
to  gratify  the  Curiofity  of  the  Reader  (not  forget¬ 
ting  Dr.  Chauncy )  I  will  lay  before  him  true  Co¬ 
pies  of  our  Petitions  to  the  King,  and  the  Arch- 
bilhop  'of  Canterbury,  without  any  Comment  or 
Explanation  :  And  if  our  late  Adverfaries  Ihould 
continue  to  preferve  their  prefent  apparent  good 
Temper,  (here  I  do  not  forget,  but  muft  except, 
the  Docftor)  the  other  Petitions  may  poffibly  fee 
the  Light  on  fome  future  Occafions. 

The  ADDRESS  to  the  KING. 

“  Mofi  gracious  Sovereign^ 

“  TT|  7E,  your  Majefty’s  moft  dutiful  and  loyal 
“  VV  Subjefts,  the  Clergy  of  the  Church  of 
England  in  your  Provinces  of  New-York  and 

~  ^  “  New- 
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New-Jerfey,  now  met  together  in  one  of  thofe 
voluntary  Conventions,  which  the  Neceffities  of 
the  Church  in  thefe  Parts  frequently  oblige  us 
to  hold, ,  having  long  waited  in  Hopes  of  feeing 
the  Church  of  England  in  America  enjoy  the 
Benefits  of  its  own  Inllitutions,  and  of  being 
thereby  raifed  to  an  Equality  with  other  religi- 
‘‘  ous  Denominations  in  your  Majefty’s  Colonies,, 
think  it  our  Duty,  at  length,  to  proftrate  our- 
felves  as  Supplicants  before  the  Throne,  and  to 
implore  your  Majefty’s  gracious  Protection  and 
Relief,  which  we  now  moft  earneftly  do,  with 
all  Submiffion  and  Humility. 

As  we  efteem  Epifcopacy  to  have  been  the 
Inftitution  of  Chrift,  and  confcquently  to  be  of 
abfolute  Neceffity  in  the  Chriftian  Church ;  fo, 
without  Bifhops  we  can  have  neither  Ordination; 
nor  a  regular  Difcipline  adminiftered,  which 
Things  are  neceflfary  to  the  Being  of  every  reli- 
gious  Society  •,  to  fay  nothing  of  Confirmation,, 
a  Rite  which  the  Church  of  England  has  ever 
held  facred,  and  the  Benefits  of  which  we  take 
to  be  very  great.  Thefe  are  Hardfhips,  which 
no  tolerated  SeCt  in  any  Part  of  your  Majefty’s 
Dominions  is  reduced  to,  and  under  which,  e- 
very  Denomination  of  Diffenters  would  complain 
bitterly ;  and  if  the  Church  of  England  in  A- 
merica  muft  ftill  continue  to  fuffer  under  them, 
we  fear,  that  notwithftanding  our  utmoft  Efforts 
“  to  prevent  it.  She  muft  finally  fink,  and  with 
her  the  firmeft  Security  for  the  Loyalty  of  your 
Majefty’s  American  Subjects  muft  undoubtedly 

fail.  / 

/  * 
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<c  With  thefe  Profpefts  and  Fears,  your  Ma- 
jefty’s  known  Goodnefs  of  Heart  and  AfFeftion 
for  the  Church  are  our  only  Refuge,  (under  the 
Almighty)  to  which  we  now  fly,  moft  humbly 
imploring  that  one  or  more  Bifliops  may  be  fpee- 
dily  fent  us,  not  to  exercife  Jurifdiftion  over 
the  People,  nor  to  interfere  with  any  in  their 
civil  Rights,  but  to  adminifter  to,  and  to  go- 
vern  in  ecclefiaftical  Matters,  the  ProfeflTors  of 
the  Church. 

That  your  Majefly  may  long  continue,  in 
Health  and  Happinefs,  a  nurfing  Father  to  the 
Church  and  a  Glory  to  the  Nation,  and  at  laft 
exchange  your  temporal  for  an  eternal  Crown, 
‘‘  is  the  daily  and  devout  Prayer  of. 

May  it  pleafe  your  Majefty, 

Your  Majefty’s  mofl;  dutiful 
And  faithful  Subjedls, 

The  Clergy  of  New-York  and  New-Jerfey.' 

Signed  by  Order^ 

Perth- Amhoy,  in  Myks  Coopev^  Prefident  of  the 
“  Ne^-Jer/ey  »  Convention, 

Robert  M^Kean^  Secretary.’* 

t 

The  ADDRESS  to  the  ArchbiJIjop  of  Canterbury. 

May  it  pleafe  your  Grace^ 

U  E  Clergy  of  New-York  and  New- 

JL  Jerfey,  after  mature  Conflderation, 
have  thought  proper  to  addrefs  the  Throne, 
in  Behalf  of  ithe  Church  of  England  in  A- 
merica,  which,  while  dellitute  of  Bifliops  and 
an  orderly  Difeipline,  mufl:  be  in  a  ruinous 

Condition, 
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Condition,  have  taken  the  Liberty  to  enclof^ 
“  their  Addrefs,  to  your  Grace,  humbly  requeft- 
ing,  that,  to  the  innumerable  kind  Offices 
which  you  have  been  doing  to  the  American 
Church  and  Clergy  for  a  long  Courfe  of  Years, 
You  will  be  pleafed  to  add  that  of  prefen  ting  it 
to  liis  Majefty,  and  of  fupporting  the  Prayer  of 
it  with  thofe  Arguments  and  Reprefentations, 
which  none  can  ufe  fo  properly  or  to  fo  great 
Advantage,  as  your  Grace.  It  is  impoffible  that 
this  Caufe  can  be  better  pleaded  than  it  was  by 
your  Grace  many  Years  ago  in  a  public  Manner, 
and  no  one  has  ever  yet  done  it  fo  well ;  and  if 
any  Relief  is  to  be  obtained,  we  have  Reafon  to 
expedt  it  from  fuch  a  Prince  as  now  adorns  the 
“  Throne,  by  the  Mediation  of  fuch  an  Advocate. 

It  is  needlefs  to  be  particular  with  your 
Grace,  who  are  fo  thoroughly  acquainted  with  our 
Cafe  and  Condition  ;  and  it  would  be  injurious 
to  offer  Intreaties  to  fo  warm  and  avowed  a  Pa- 
tron.  The  Requeft,  we  apprehend,  is  fo  rea- 
fonable  and  equitable,  that  none  can  oppofe  it 
with  any  Appearance  of  Juftice  or  Humanity; 
and  the  Plan  of  an  American  Epifeopate,  as  it 
has  been  often  explained  by  your  Grace,  is  fo 
univerfally  harmlefs  and  unexceptionable,  that 
no  tolerable  Objedlions  can  be  offered  againft  it. 

However  we  are  fenfible  that  a  powerful  Con- 
“  federacy  has  been  formed  to  oppofe  it,  which 
will  probably  continue  ;  in  which  CJafe  the  great 
“  Queltion  is,  in  our  humble  Opinion,  Whether 
the  Church  here  (hall  be  facriheed  to  the  Per- 
verfenefs  and  malicious  Obftinacy  of  its  Ene- 
mies,  or,  whether  its  Friends  lhall  run  the 

Hazard 
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"  Hazard  of  difobliging  them  ?  We  do  not  pre- 
tend  to  fee  far  into  Futurity,  but  we  are  ladly 
“  apprehenfive,  that  if  our  Enemies  have  now 
“  Power  to  prevent  our  having  Bilhops  in  Ame- 
the  Time  is  not  far  diftant,  when,  having 
“  gathered  Strength  by  ConcelTions,  they  will  be  ' 
alio  able  to  exterminate  Epilcopacy  even  in 
“  England. 

/ 

“  Amongst  other  Arts  that  have  been  ufed  to 
“  difappomt  us,  it  has  been  publickly  and  boldly 
“  aflerted*,”  that  the  fending  us  Bijhops  is  ul 

terly  dif agree  able  to  nineteen  "Twentieths '  of  all  the 
People  in  America,  and  would  occafion  a  more 
dangerous  Difeontent  and  Clamour  than  the  Stamp- 
Duty,  This,  we  beg  Leave  to  affure 

your  Grace,  is  a  Slander,  vile  and  malicious 
in  all  its  Parts.  We  do  not  believe  any  Per- 
fons  in  thefe  Colonies  have  ever  pretended  fo 
much  Uneafinefs  at  the  Profpea  of  Bilhops,  as 
has  been  generally  exprelTed  on  Occafion  of  the 
Stamp-Aft.  Indeed  we  have  heard  of  no  Cla¬ 
mour  at  all,  and  our  Ears  have  been  open.  We 
have  made  it  our  Bufinefs  for  fome  Time  paid  to 
mention  the  Affair  to  the  moft  confiderable  Dif- 
fcnters  among  us,  as  Opportunity  has  fairly  of¬ 
fered,  but  we  have  found  none  that  pretend  to 
‘‘  difpute  the  Reafonablenefs  of  it.  On  the  other 
Hand,  feveral  have  declared  that  they  have  no 
Objections  to  Bifhops  in  America,  provided  the 
Dilfenters  are  not  to  come  under  their  Jurifdic- 
tion.  ^  There  is  no  Doubt  but  thofe  who  are  the 
V  Enemies  or  the  Church  would  be  forry  to  lee  it 

in  a  flouri filing  State,  but  none  are  fo  hardy  as  to 
tell  us  fo. 

E  ^  And^ 

In  tnany  of  the  Englifh  and  American  News-Papers, 
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And  as  to  the  Proportion  of  diflatisfied  Peo- 
pie,  who  are  reprefented  to  be  Nineteen  in 
Twenty,  it  is  too  glaringly  falfe  to  deferve  an 
Anfwer.  If  we  take  into  the  Account  all  the 
North- American  Colonies,  and  it  is  not  fair  to 
do  otherwife,  we  believe  that  of  the  Profeffors 
of  the  Church  of  England  the  Number  is  a$ 
great,  (fome  fay  fuperior)  as  that  of  the  DifTen- 
ters.  There  are  alfo  many  Thoufands  of  Lu- 
therans  in  the  Colonies,  whofc  good  Wilhes  in 
this  'Cafe  we  may  lafely  rely  on.  And  of  the 
Diffenters,  a  confiderable  Proportion  are  Qua- 
kers,  who  are  well  known  to  have  generally  a 
much  better  Opinion  of  the  Church,  than  of  the 
Prefbyterians.  Nay,  they  now  begin  to  dread 
the  increafing  Power  of  the  latter  in  this  Coun- 
try,  and  declare  their  Refolution  to  fupport  the 
church  ;  and  of  late  there  have  been  feveral 
Inftances  of  their  contributing  largely  to  the 
building  of  ^Churches,  on  the  fame  Principle. 

I 

After.,  all,  fuppofing  the  Difcontent  were 
really  confiderable,  yet  the  World  muft  pro- 
nounce  that  it  is  very  unreafonable.  And  we 
truft  that  our  Superiors,  who  believe  Epifco- 
pacy  to  be  the  Appointment  of  Chrift,  will  al- 
ways  think  it  more  reafonable,  and,  upon  the 
whole,  more  prudent  and  better  Policy,  to  obey 
God  and  to  oblige  the  Friends  of  the  Church, 
than  to  pleafe  a  comparatively  fmall  and  unrea- 
‘‘  fonable  Party.  But  if  we  are  to  have  no  Bifhops 
until  the  Diflenters  are  willing,  we  know  what 
to  exped: :  We  fhall  only  fay,  that  the  Cafe  ap- 
pears  to  us  to  be  unparalleled  in  this,  as  well  as 
other  Refpeds. 

\ 

Your 
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“•  Your  Grace  will  excufe  the  Warmth  of  this 
“  Addrefs,  as  it  proceeds  from  no  interefted  Views,  '' 
“  but  from  a  Senfe  we  are  under  of  the  Neceffities 
of  the  Church.  We  fltall  offer  no  farther  Apo- 
“  logy,  but  relying  on  your 'great'G,oodnefs,  beg 
“  Leave  to  fubfcribe  ourfelves,  as  we  are  with  the 
utmoft  Veneration  and  Gratitude,  Scc.’’ 
Pertb-Amboy,  O5io.  2,  1765.. 

Having  gone  through  the  Doftor- s  preliminary 
Articles,  I  lhall  now  proceed  to  confider  the  Sub- 
ftance  of  his,  firft  Section,  amounting  to  a  third 
Part  of  his  Pamphlet ;  although  there  is  but  little 
in  it  that  is  immediately  connefted  v/ith  the  Epifco- 
pate  in  Qiieftion.  And  here,  uponaProfpedtofthe 
\Vork  before  me,  I  am  ready  to  fhrink  back,  and 
to  repent  that  I  have  undertaken  it..  W ere  the  Bu- 
finefs  only  to  debate  Matters  of  fome  Confequence 
with  a  candid  Opponent,  I  fhpuld  enter  upon  it 
with  Icfs  Reludtance,  and  could  promife  the  Reader 
more  Satisfaftion.,  But  v/.here  much,  Time  and 
Labour  muft  be  fpent  in  the  unprofitable  Drud¬ 
gery  of  comparing  Pamphlet  vdth  Pamphlet,  of 
balancing  Sentence  with  Sentence,  of  fiigwing  that 
I  faid  fo,  or  faid  not  fo— that  the  Dodfor  faid  this, 
or  meant  that,,  or  miftook,.  or  mifreprelented  the 
Matter,  I  fear  it  will  be  a  Trial  indeed.  And  yet 
to  more  than  a  little  of  this  Kind  of  Laboiu  am  I, 
unavoidably  deftined,  in  the  prefent  IJudertaking., 

In  the  Appeal  defended,  I  regreted  that  I  had  in¬ 
troduced  the  Plea  for  American  Bifiiops,  with  a 
Sketch  of  the  general  Arguments  in  Favour  ot  E-- 
pifcopacy  ;  and  confeflTed  ‘  that  what  was  faid  on 
‘  the  general  Subjedt,  however  juft  in  itfelf,  or 
^  proper  in  Theory,  had  been,  better  omited  —for 

fF,  2  ^^ealons. 
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^  repeated.  And  yet,  fays 

the  Doctor,  he  has  wrote  [written]  kfi  than  og 

P^J-more  than  one  third  Part  of  the  whole- -in 
Support  of  that,  coneerning  which  he  was  convinced 
tt  had  been  befter  tf  he  had  faid  nothing,  n.  1 7. 
But  in  the  98  Pages,  to  which  he  refers,  I  faid  but 
little  upon  what  was  contained  in  the  Sketch,  and 
carefully  avoided  faying  any  Thing  on  the  Evi- 
dence  of  Scripture  and  the  primitive  Church, 
which  IS  the  moft  effential  Part  of  the  general 
Controverfy  becaufe  I  was  for  haftening  to  the 
Subjeft  of  an  American  Epifcopate.  And  that  I 

was  owing  to  the  Doftor’s 
needlefsly  obftrufting  my  PalTage  with,  what  he 
pretended  to  be,  the  Sentiments  of  our  firfl:  Re- 
orrners,  the  Opinions  of  fome  eminent  Moderns, 
the  Cafe  of  the  Waldenfes,  of  the  foreign  Churches, 
the  King  s  Supremacy,  &c.  Thefe  were  the  Sub- 

98  Pages,  and  not  the  Jus  divinum 
o  pilcopacy,  which  was'  that,  concerning  which  I 
was  convinced  tt  had  been  better  if  I  had  faid  nothing. 
And  yet  a  Subjed:  that  had  been  better  omited  in 
the  Appeal,  might  very  properly  come  under  Con- 
fideration  in  the  Appeal  defended,  as  it  was  profef- 
ledly  written  ‘  in  Anfwer  to  the  Objections  and  MiC- 
‘  reprejentattons  of  T)v.  Chauncy  and  others.’  This 
,  I  take  to  be  a  fufficient  Reply  to  all  that  is  faid  in 
three  prevaricating  Pages,  wherein  theDodor  far¬ 
ther  exercifes  his  Talents,  and  labours  to  prove  me 
to  have  been  guilty,  not  only  of  what  he  calls  f«- 
judictous  Unfairnefs  (he  may  poflibly  think  his  owm 

Unf  atrnefs  to  have  been  judicious )  but  alfo  of  In- 
conftfiency. 

In  the  Appeal,  the  divine  Right  of  Epifcopacv 
was  Merced.  The  Dodor  denied  this  to  be  a  Doc- 
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trine  of  the  Church  of  England.  It  was  replied, 
in  the  firft  Place,  that  were  this  really  the  Cafe, 
and  if  it  be  by  Virtue  only  of  the  Jus  humanum  of 
‘  Epifcopacy  that  Bifliops  are  neceffary,  ftill  the 
‘  Ends  for  which  they  are  necelTary  cannot  be  ob- 
‘  tained  without  them,  fo  long  as  we  are  fubjed 
‘  to  the  Authority  that  requires  them.’  Ele  now 
rejoins ;  As  the  Authority  requiring  is  by  Suppofttion 
merely  human ^  no  Complaints  can  reafonably  be  made 
by  thofe  who  could  have  none  to  makp^  if  they  ac¬ 
knowledged  and  honoured  no  one  but  Jefus  Chrijl  as 
fupreme  Head  of  the  Chriftian  Church,  p.  20.  But 
does  not  the  Dodor  know  ^at  none  admit  of  a 
fupreme  Head  of  the  Chriftian  Church  upon  Earth, 
but  P apifts  I  I  hope  he  did  not  mean  to  infmuate, 
that  the  epifcopal  Clergy  in  the  Colonies  believe 
the  Dodrine  of  the  Pope’s  Supremacy.  The  fu¬ 
preme  Head  of  a  national  Church  is  a  very  differ¬ 
ent  Thing  from  the  fupreme  Head  of  t^e  Chriftian 
Church;  and,  by  the  former,  the  Church  of  En¬ 
gland  means  no  more  than  the  Prerogative  given 
to  our  Princes,  of  “  ruling  all  Eftates  and  Degrees 
“  commited  to  their  Charge  by  God,  whether  they 
“  be  eccleftaftical  or  temporalf,”  in  Oppofition  to 
the  Pope’s  Ufurpation  :  And,  whether  this  is  in- 
confiftent  with  Chrift’s  abfolute  Supremacy.,  let  com¬ 
mon  Senle  judge.  An  Authority  to  govern  the  na¬ 
tional  Church  in  Subordination  to  Chrift,  is  the 
moil  that  the  Church  of  England  ever  afcribed  to 
Chriftian  Princes  ;  and  the  Cla:im  of  fubordinate 
Authority  is  fo  far  from  denying,  that  it  adually 
acknowledges  and  eftablifties,  the  Supremacy  of 
the  Principal.  But  more  will  be  faid  upon  this 
Subjed  in  its  proper  Place.  Suppofing  now,  but 
not  granting,  that  we  efteemed  Bilhops  to  be  ne- 

ccffary 
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cefiary  by  Virtue  only  of  a  'Jus  Humanuni ;  it  is. 
evident,  at  firft  View,,  that  the  Ends  for  which  they 
are  thus  made  neceffary  cannot  be  obtained  with¬ 
out  them,  ‘  fo  long  as  we  are  fubjedt  to  the  Au- 
*  thority  that  requires  them,’  and  ‘  look  upon  our- 
‘  feh,  res  to  be  bound  in  Duty  and  Confcience  ta 
'  obey’  it.  And  the  Cafe  of  Epifcopalians  in  A- 
iTierica,  confcientioufly  obedient  to  the  national 
Authority,  muft  be  hard  without  an  Epifcopate,, 
in  Proportion  to  the  Necellity  or  Importance  of 
thofe  Ends,  for  which?  Bifhops  are  neceffary.  To, 
tell  us  that  wc  are  wrong  in  our  Notions  of  the 
King’s  Supremacy,  if  true,  would  be  Rpthins;  to. 
the  Purpofe. 

It  was  farther  faid  in  Reply,  that,  with  Regard' 
to  Epifcopacy,  the  Dodlor  miftook  the  Principles, 
of  the  Church  of  England,  which  always  acknow-- 
ledged  a  divine  Right..  And  here  he  was  referred^^ 
in  particular,  to  the  Preface  to  the  Ordinal.  Part 
of  this  Preface  was  -  recited^  wherein,  as  was  ob- 
ferved,  ^  the  Distinction  of  the  three  Orders  of' 
‘  Bifhops,  Priefts,  and  Deacons  is  fully  afferted— 

‘  the  Antiquity  of  this  Diftin6lion  is  deduced: 
‘  from  the  Apoftles  Times— Evidence  in  Fa- 
‘  vour  of  it  is  faidjto  be  contained  in  holy  Scripture 
‘  and  ancient  Authors— -2in6.  the  Clearness  of  this 
^  Evidence  is  fuch,  that  it  muft  appear  to  all  Men. 
‘  diligently  reading  holy  Scripture^  &c.§.’ 

The  Doftor  attempts  not  to  fhew  thatthefe  Ob- 
fervations  are  ill-grounded,  nor  to  point  cut  the  In- 
conclufvvenefs  of  this  Reafoning^  in  his  own  IFords^ 
as  he  was  apprehenfive  it  might  expofe  him  to  be 
cenfured  for  Prejudice,  Ohftinacy  and  perverfe  Blind- 

nefs  ^ 

§  The  Appeal  defended,  p.  19, 
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^efs ;  but  he  choofes  to  anfwer  in  the  Language  of 
■two  famous  epif copal  Writers.  What  then  do  thefe 
two  famous  Writers  fay  ?  The  firft  is  Bifhop 
Hoadly,  in  his  Reafonahlenefs  of  Conformity,  writ-  ' 
ten  with  the  laudable  View  of  reconciling  the  Non- 
conforrpifts  to  the  Church  of  England.  In  the 
Courfe  of  his  Work,  he  reprefented  the  Diiference 
that  divided  them  from  the  Conformifts  to  be,  in 
Reality,  much  fmaller,  in  many  Inftances,  than 
had  been  commonly  pretended.  Dr.  Cdamy  had^ 
offered,  as  an  Objedlion  againft  minifterial  Con¬ 
formity,  that  the  Subfcription  required  from  the 
Clergy,  implies  an  Allowance  and  Approbation 
of  that  Affertion,  that  Bifhops,  Priefts  and 
Deacons  are  three  diftind  Orders  by  divine  Ap- 
pointmentA  Mr.  Hoadly  anfwered,  that  this 
Quotation  from  the  Preface  to  the  Ordinal  was 
not  fairly  made.  By  divine  Appointment,  fays  he. 
You  add  yourfelves  f  which  was  certainly  true, 

^  thefe  Words  being  not  in  the  Preface.  For, 

‘‘  continues  he,  all  that  the  Sentence,  which  you 
‘‘  quote,  fays,  is  that  that  thefe  Orders  have  been 
in  the  Church  from  the  Apojiles  Times  A  He  then 
proceeds  in  the  Words  cited  by  the  Dodor,  the 
Force  of  which  is  contained  in  this  one  Ailertion : 
There  is  fome  Difference  betwdn  the  two  Sen- 
tences,  BiJJoops,  Priefis  and  Deacons,  are  three 
diftinbl  Orders  in  the  Church  by  divine  Appoint- 
MENT,  2iXidi,—From  the  Apojiles  Times,  there  have 
been  thefe  Orders  in  ChrifPs  Church,  Bijloops, 
Priejls  and  Deacons  Which  Diftindion  is  un¬ 
doubtedly  juft,  when  the  Difpute  is  about  the 
Words  of  the  Ordinal.  But  he  does  not  deny  that 
the  Preface  afferts  the  DifiinUion  oi  the  three 
Orders— nor  that  it  deduces  the  Antiquity  of  this 
Diftindion  from  the  Time  ot  the  Apoftles— nor 
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that  It  fays  the  Evidence  of  it  is  contained  in  holy 
Scripture  and  ancient  Authors-nor  that  it  main¬ 
tains  the  Clearnefs  of  this  Evidence  to  all  diligent 
nquirers  ;  which  is  all  that  I  affirmed,  or  am  obli- 

Si  ^ his  Difpute 

with  Dr.  Calamy,  that  he  himfelf  did  not  fully  be¬ 
lieve  the  apoftohcal  Inftitution  of  Epifcopacy.  But 
on  the  contrary,  in  this  fame  Book,  which  the 
Doftor  has  the  Affiurance  to  quote,  he  exprefsly 
declares  ;  We  think  we  can  demonflrate  that  in 
«  '^he  Adminiftration  of  ec- 

u  L Affairs  was  in  the  Hands  of  Bijhops, 
who  had  Prejbyters  fubjeft  to  them*.”  And  a- 
gain  :  “  Imagining  our  Method  (of  Ordination  by 
Biffiops)  to  be  the  orderly  and  fettled  Method 
from  the  primitive  Ages  ;  where  we  fee  it  nesr- 
letled,  when  there  is  no  Neceffity,'  we  think  in 
Jultice,  we  cannot  acknowledge  thofe  who  depart 
from  tt  approved _  of  God,  in  fetting  apart  them- 
elves  for  the  Minifl;ry||.”  This  approaches  near¬ 
ly  to  the  moft  high-flying  Expreffions  iifed  in  the 
Appeal ;  in  which  the  Author  went  not  much  far¬ 
ther  than  this  eminent  Writer,  whofe  Moderation 
has  been  known  and  celebrated  throughout  the 
Chnftian  World.  In  his  Defence  of  epifcopal  Ordi¬ 
nation,  he  undertakes  to  prove,  and  does  prove, 
that  It  IS  of  APbsTOLicAL  Institution.  And  be 
introduces  Mr.  Baxter  himfelf,  as  making  this  very 
important  Conceffion  :  “  that  there  were  fixed  Bi¬ 
ffiops  in  fome  Churches  in  the  Days  of  one  of 
the  Apoftles  ;  that  neither  the  Apoftles,  nor  any 
of  their  Difciples,  nor  any  Chriftian,  or  Here- 
“  pc  in  the  World,  fpake,  or  wrote  a  Word  a- 
gainlt  Epifcopacy,  till  long  after  it  was  generally 
‘‘  fettled  in  the  Churches.” 
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^  The  other  famous  epifcopal  Writer^  in  whole 
Words  the  Dodor  chooies  to  exprefs  himfelf,  is 
Mr.  Ollyfie,  in  his  Anfwer  to  the  fame  Dr.  Calamy. 
After  making  the  fameDiftindion  with  Mr.  Hoadly 
about  the  Words  of  the  Preface  to  the  Ordinal,  he 
fays,  as  quoted  by  the  Dodor,  that  the  Preface 
“  does  nor  prove  a  divine  Appointment”  That  Pre¬ 
face  does  not  vmdertake  to  prove  any  Thing.  It 
vyas  drawn  up  as  an  explicit  Declaration  of  the 
Dodtrine  of  the  Church  of  England,  relating  to 
the  three  ecclefiaftical  Orders  which  were  efta- 
blifhed  ^  and  it  fays  the  Evidence  in  Favour  of  this 
Form  of  Church-Government  is  contained 
ture,  as  well  as  in  ancient  Authors.  This  looks 
what  like  an  Acknowledgment  of  a  divine  Ap¬ 
pointment.  But  not  to  infift  upon  this.  No  farther 
Evidence  is  required  to  prove  that  Epifcopacy  is 
of  divine  Appointment.,  than  that  it  is  of  apoftolical 
Appointment.  The  Apoftles  were  infpired  Men, 
and  peculiarly  condudfed  by  the  Spirit  of  God  in 
the  public  Execution  of  their  Office  ;  and  for  the 
fame  Reafons  that  their  Writings  are  of  divine 
Authority,  the  ecclefiafiical  Government  they  fettled, 
as  to  all  its  effential  Parts,  muft  be  of  divine  Au¬ 
thority.  But  that  Epifcopacy  was  of  apoftolical  Ap^ 
pomtment,  Bifhop  Hoadly  thought  he  could  de- 
monftrate,  and  Chillingworth  did  demonftrate,  even 
from  the  Conceffions  of  its  Enemies  :  And  Epif¬ 
copacy  differs  as  eft'entially  from  Prefbyterianifm  or 
Congregationaiifm  or  Independency,  as  Monarchy 
does  from  Ariftocracy  or  Democracy. 

But,  fays  Mr.  Ollyffe,  as  the  Dodlor  quotes 
him,  there  were  “  other  Things,  in  the  Apoftles 
“  Days,  which  yet  for  all  that  are  not  allowed  to 
f  be  of  divine  Appointment.”  This  is  not  accu- 

E  *  rately 
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rately  exprefTed  *,  but  I  take  the  Author’s  Meahing 
to  be,  that  the  Apoftles  injoined  and  prafticed  fome 
Things,  that  are  generally  allowed  not  to  have,  at 
this  Day,  the  Authority  of  a  -divine  Appointment. 
This  may  be  true  :  But  if  we  may  judge  of  others 
by  St.  Paul,  v^henever  they  gave  Direftlons  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  Church  that  were  occafional  or  local, 
and  not  of  general  and  perpetual  Obligation,  to 
■prevent  Miftakes,  they  were  careful  to  fignify  it. 
This»,  we  knov/,  in  particular,  v/as  the  Praftice  of 
the  great  Apoftle  of  the  Gentiles  who  found- 
*ed  more  Churches,  and  iffued  out  rnore  ecclefiafti- 
eal  Injunftions,  than  any  other  Apoftle.  And  as 
to  Authority  to  govern  the  Church,  and  to  ordain, 
it  mtift,  in  the  Nature  of  Things,  have  continued 
in  thofe  Plands  wherein  it  was  originally  placed^ 
and  in  the  Plands  of  fuch  Succeflbrs,  from  Time 
to  Time,  as  it  was  regularly  conveyed  to.  There  is 
■not  the  leaft  Intimation  in  Scripture  that  the  ori¬ 
ginal  Form  of  it  might  be  changed  ;  nor  is  there 
any  Appearance  that  the  primitive  Church  thought 
it  could  be  changed 

•  TuE-Doftor  informs  Us  (in  a  p.  :2t)  that-, 
after  long  feeking^  he  was  fo  lucky  as  to  obtain  a 
Sight  of  the  old  Ordinal,  The  Tear  in  which  it  was 
printed  is  not  mentioned,,  but  he  looks  upon  it  to  be 
me  of  the  firft  printed  Copies,  vr  a  Reprint  from  one 
pf  thefe,  in  the  Reign  of  Edward  VI.  The  Rea- 
fons  afligned  for  his  Belief  of  its  Antiquity  are, 
that  it  is  printed  in  the  Old  Englijh  Letter,  and  that 
he  finds  at  the  Bottom  of  the  Title-Page,  Lon- 
don,  printed  by  R,  Barker  Rnd  f  .  Bill,  Printers 
to  the  King’s  moft  excellent  Majefty.”  This,  I 
believe,  will  not  procure  him  an  Election  into 

the  Society  of  Antiquarians :  For  to  fay  nothing  of 

‘  the 
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the  Old  Englijh  Letter,  which  on  fome  Occafions  is 
uled  to  this  very  Day,  Barker  ancl  Bill  were  Prin¬ 
ters  to  Charles  I,  dmoft  100  Years  after  the  old 
Ordinal 'Nz.s  fir fi: printed.  Bat  this  is  a  Matter  of  no 
Confequence,  if  they  did  but  give  a  faithful  Reprint- 
from  a  true  Copy.  Well;  Upon  comparing  the 
Preface  as  it  there  Hands,  with  that  which  is  now- 
prefixed  to  our  Ordination-Offices,  he  finds  that  it 
underwent  a  very  ‘material-  Alteration  in  the  Time 
pf  Charles  II.  He  points  out  the  Variations  •,  but 
they  appear  to  be  of  little  Confequence,,as  nothing’ 
is  exprelTed  in  the  latter,  which  is  not  ftrongly  im¬ 
plied  in  the  former^  and  which  was  not  as  dearly 
exprefled  both  in,  the  Englilh.  add  Latin,  Articles’^ 
of  1 552,.  and  of  1 562, 

But  he  urges,  that  although-  none  under  the  pre- 
fbnt  Ordinal  may  be  looked  upon  as  a  lawful  Minifier- 
without  epifcapal  Ordination,  it  does  not,  appear  that, 
this  was  the  Cafietmden  the  o/^-'-and  that  the  Re¬ 
viewers  afterwards  did  not  think  this  an  inddfpu fable. 
Point  ;  otherwife  they  would  not  have  made  an- Alter¬ 
ation,  the  principal  Dejign  of  which  was  to  put  this. 
Matter  beyond  all  Doubts  I  ana. glad.- to  find  that  he 
ajlojvs  it  to,  be  the  Pefign  of  the  Preface  to  the 
prefent  Ordinal,  to  put  this.  Matter,  beyond  all. 
Doubt:  For  hereby  he  admits  that  the  Church  of 
England  ever  fince  the  Refioratian.  has  maintained 
the  apoftolical  Inftitution;  of  Epifcopacy, ,  contrary^ 
to,  his  frequent  Afiertions.  Nor  has  he  been  able 
to  prove  that  the  Refioratian,  flie.  held,  other-, 
wife..  But  why  then  was  fuch  an  Alteration  made, 
if  the  Point  was  already  fecured  ?■  fs  famous  epifco- 
palWriter,  whofe  Words,  the  Dodor  knows,  it, 
may  fometimes  be  prydent  to  ufe,  inftead  of  one’s, 
own,  will  help  us  to  a  proper  Anfwer  to  this  Que- 

•  E  2,  fiion., 
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ftion.  It  was  becaufe  of  “  the  unhappy  Necefllty 
“  fome  learned  Men  imagined  themfelves  under 
“  to  contradidl  and  obfcure  it”  This  Author 
goes  on  to  obferve,  that  “  the  Defire  they  had  that 
U  Ihould  not  appear  of  great  Conlequerfce,  hath 
“  helped  mightily  t.o  the  clearing  it.  Archbilhop 
“  Ufher  may  very  well  appear  at  the  Head  of  thofe 
who  have  added  great  Evidence  to  this  Propo- 
lltion  (viz.  Bifhops,  Priefts  and  Deacons  have 
been  in  the  Church  from  the  Apoftles  Days). 

If  he  differed  from  other  epifcopal  Men,  the 
“  Difference  may  well  be  thought  verbal  and  not 
“  real ;  if  we  confider  the  Service  he  hath  done  to 
^  Epilcopacy,  in  Oppofition  to  the  Prefbyterians. 
“  Bifhop  Pearfon  and  others  followed.  Dr.  Ham- 
“  mond’s  Differtations  againft  Blondel  (faith  Mr. 

‘‘  Chillingwofth  who  ufesnot  to  fpeakunreafonably) 

“  never  were  anfwered,  aM  never  will.”  As  to  what 
the  Doftor  fays  farther  in  this  Note,  that  under  the 
old  Or dinal,  thofe  were  admitted  to  officiate  as  Mini- 
fters  in  the  Church  of  England,  who  were  not  epifco- 
pally  ordained  ;  it  will  be  fufficient  here  to  refer  the 
Reader  to  the  ylppeal  defended,  p.  42,  where  this 
Point  is  properly  ftated  and  explained ;  to  which 
the  Dodtor,  for  a  very  good  Reafon,  has  thought 
proper  not  to  fay  a  Word  in  Reply. 

In  another  Note,  p.  24,  (for  I  muftpick  up  Mat¬ 
ters  in  the  Order  wherein  I  find  them)  he  tells  us, 
that  the  uppe)  I~IouJe  of  Convocation^  no  longer  (ac^ol 

than  [in']  1702,  appear  to  have  been  of  Opinion,  ^hat 

Epifcopacy,upon  the  Footing  e/ divine  apostolical 
Institution,  was  not  the  DoSlrine  of  the  Church 
ef  England,  notwithftanding  all  that  is  faid  in  the 
Preface  to  the  Ordinal,  for  this  he  brings  no  other 

PiXiol^ 

*  Iloadly’s  Reafonuilenejs  of  ConJirmiij,  p.  105. 


FARTHER  DEFENDED.  37 

"Proof,  than  what  Dr.  Calamy  reprefents  to  have 
palTcd  in  an 'Altercation  between  the  two  Houfes 
of  Convocation  •,  wherein,  the  lower  Houfc,  repre- 
lenting  that  they  had  b-een  scandalously  reprefented^ 
by  the  upper  Houfe,  as  Favourers  of  Prejbytery,  in 
Oppofitibn  to  Epifcopacy,  make  a  formal  Declaration, 
that  they  acknowledged  the  Order  of  Bijhops,  as  fupe- 
rwr  to  Prejbyters^  to  be  of  divine  apostolical 
Institution  ;  and  afterwards  complain,  that,  on 
this  Account,  they  were  accufed  of  afcriUng  too 
MUCH  to  Epifcopacy.  But  as  I  can  obtain  no  par¬ 
ticular  Account  of  that  Affair,  upon  which  I  can 
depend,  I  muft  content  myfelf  with  obferving,  in 
a  general  Way^  that  this  Reprelentation  is  incred^ 
ible  in  itfelf,  both  from  what  has  been  already  faid, 
and  from  its  being  well  known  that  the  Majority  of 
thofe,  who  mnft  have  been  Members  of  the  upper 
Houfe  at  that  Time,  fully  believed  the  apoftolical 
Inftitution  of  Epifcopacy— as  appears  from  their 
Writings.  Yet  were  the  Cafe  exadlly  as  it  is  here 
reprefented,  we  know  that  Words,  ufed  in  the 
Warmth  of  Paffion,  are  no  Proof  of  the  real  Sen¬ 
timents  of  thofe  that  utter  them.  I  hope  every 
Expreffion  that  has  efcaped  the  Do£lor,  during  the 
Heat  of  the  prefent  Controverfy  is  not  to  be  con- 
fidered  as  an  Evidence  of  his  real  Opinion. 

As  he  advances  in  the  Difpute,  he  waxes  ftouter 
and  rnore  vigorous  in  his  Oppofition  to  Epifcopacy. 
For,  in  p.  26,  he  has  the  Courage  to  affirm,  that 
the  Book  of  Ordination^  the  Preface  to  which  we 
have  been  confidering^  is  formed  upon  the  Suppojition^ 
that  Prejbyters  have  the  Power  of  Ordination  in 
common  with  Bijhops ;  nor  can  it  in  any  other  View 
he  made  conjiftent  with  itfelf  .  To  this  I  will  reply,  in 
the  Words  of  the  celebrated  With  us, 

even 
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“  even  at  this  Day,  Prefoyters  are  licenfed  to-  dbi 

“  as  much  as  that  Council  (the  4th  of  Carthage), 

“  fpeaketh  of,  if  any  be  prefent.  Yet  v/ill  not; 

“  any  Man  thereby  conclude.,  that  in  this  ChurcK. 

“  others  than  Bifhops  are  allowed,  to  ordain.  The- 

“  Affociatlon  of  Prelbyters  is  no,  fufficient  P.-oof 

“  that  the-  Power  of  Ordination  is  in  them  ;  but 

“  rather,  that  it  never  viai.  in  them  w.e  may  here- 

«  by  underftand  ^  for  that  no  Man  is  able  to. 

‘‘  fhew  either  Deacon  or  Preibyter  ordained  by 

Prefoyters  only,  and  his  Ordination  accounted. 

lawful  m  any  ancient  Part  of  the  Church”§. 

This  may  ferw,.  at  prefent,  as, a  general  Anfwer  to, 

the  Dodor’s  genera)  Aflertion.  But  we  fhall  foon- 

come  to  Particulars,.  For  he  intends  to  dilale  upon^ 

the  Matter^  as  it  is,  a  Thing  that  has  not  been  com-. 

inonly  confidered^  by  giving  a  large  Extradf  frmn  Mr. 

Ferdinand  Shavf  Judgment  of  the  Church  of 

England.”  Ele  chufes  to  exhibit,  this  Extradi  the- 

rather,  hecaufe  it  is  taken  from  a  Pamphlet  he  lately' 

received  from  the  other  Side  [of]  the  Atlantic.,  and\ 

[which]  A,  perhaps  only  one  in  America':, 

meaning  the  only  Copy  of  that  Pamphlet,  for  fure-, 

ly  he  muft  know  that  there  are  other  Pamphlets^  iui 

America.. 

* 

But  previoudy  to  this  'Dilatation.,  in  Anfwer  to^, 
my  defiring  him  to  try  the  Experiment,  whether 
he  could  ^  honeftly  and  confiftently’  declare  his; 
own  Sentiments,  concerning  Epifcopacy,  in  the 
Words  of  the  Preface  to  the  Ordinal,  he  fays  that 
he  has  tried  it,  and  finds  that  he  can  \  i.  e.  as  we- 
are  to  underftand  him,  with  the  Allowance  only  of' 
*  Explanations’  more  natural.,  and  interpretations’- 
Jefs  foftening  than  Ninety-Nine  in  a  Hundred,  (mean- 

ing"' 

^Exdejlafilcal  Polity,  Lib.  vii,  Cap,  vik. 


t.  * 
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feg,  of^  thofe  that  do  fubfcribe)  are  obliged  to  recur 
40y  before  they  cdn^  if  they 'pay  any  Regard  to  Confci- 
^ence,  fubfcribe  to  the  39  Articles,  &c.  The  Juftice 
and  Propriety,  are  equal  to  the  Charity,  of  this 
’  Refleaion.  it  is  no  Proof  that  he  can  fubfcribe  to 
the  Words  of  the  Preface  ‘  honeftly  and  confift- 
ently,’  that  he  can  do  fo  with  lefs  Prevarication 
than  is  prafticed  by  many  others,  on  certain  Oc- 
"Cafions.  Nor  do  Ninety-Nine  in  a  Hundred  pre¬ 
varicate^  in  fubfcribing  to  the  Articles  of  the 
Church  :  So  far  from  it,  that  none,  whom  he 
means  to  afperfe,  have  Occafion  to  prevaricate  at 
all.  The  Church  of  England  is  not,  nor  was  it 
ever,  founded  upon  Caivinijtical  Principles,  as  its 
Enemies  take  Pleafure  in  aflerting  -Unlefs  Cal- 
^inifm  admits,  of  a  Poffibility  ^  of  falling  from 
Grace,  as  in  Art,  xvi — of  conditional  Promifes,  as 
in  Art.  xvii— -and  of  univerfal  Redemption  by 
Chrift,  as  in  Art,  xxxL  It  is  not  my  Bufinefs  now 
to  undertake  the  Proof  of  this  Point ;  but  thofe 
that  defire  to  fee  it  proved,  in  a  full  and  fatisfaftory 
Manner,  may  have  Reconrfe  to  the  proper  Authors; 
particularly,  to  Bifliop  Montague’s  Appello  Cieja- 
.  rm— Dr.  Heylin’s  Hijlory  of  the  quinquarticula 
Xiontrove^fy—h'dtio^  BtilFs  Apologia  pro  Harmonia— 
Dr.  WaterlandV  Supplefnent  to  the  Cafe  of  Arian 
Subfcriptions--An  Apology  for  the  Church  of  En¬ 
gland,  printed  in  '^2—^hree  Letter's  to  the  Author 
of  the  ConfeJJional — and  Dr.^  NoweFi  Anfwer  to 
Pietas  Oxonienfis, 

I  COME  now  to  attend  upon  Mr.  Ferdinand 

Shaw.  He  affirms  that  in  the  old  Ordinal,  the  horm 

H)f  committing  to  Bijhops  and  Prefbyters  their  Office 

and  Work,  made  no  DiJtin5iion  at  all  in  the  Order y 

to  which  they  were  admitted.  And  again  : 

.  •  ever 
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ever  fpiritu-al  Powers  the  one  had  given  them,  to  the 
other  were  given  the  fame.  Had  Bijhops  the  Power 
'of  Ordination  committed  to  them,  fo  had  Prefbyters 
too,  who  received  the  fame  Comtniffion,  by  the  fame 
Solemnity,  in  Words  of  the  fame  Importance,  and 
therefore  muft  be  invejted  with  the  fame  divine  Of- 
'Jice.  Such  an  Aflertion  muft  be  amazirg,  to  any 
one  that  has  feen  the  old  Ordinal,  or  that  has  any 
Acquaintance  with  our  ecclefiaftical  Hiftory.  This 
indeed  was  objected  by  the  Papifts,  in  the  Reign 
of  Charles  II,  which,  together  with  other  falfe 
and  groundlefs  Aflertiohs,  occafioned  Bifliop  Bur¬ 
net,  then  a  private  Clergyman,  to  write  his  Vindu 
cation  of  the  Ordinations  of  the  Church  of  England. 
The  popifli- Writers,  efpecially  fuch  of  them  as 
are  fingled  out  for  Difpiitants,  have  a  Way  of  their 
own,  and  profefiedly  make  no  Confcience  of  fay¬ 
ing  any  Thing  that  has  a  Tendency  to  advance 
their  Caufe,  But  Mr.  Shaw,  I  hope,  is  a  Protef- 
tant ;  and  Proteftants  have  no  Right,  contrary  to 
tlieir  Profeffion  and  Principles,  to  praflice  this 
Art.  However,  a  brief  Examination  of  what  is 
here  advanced,  may  be  expeded  by  the  Reader. 

If  by  the  Form  of  committing  to  Bijhops  and 
Prefbyters  their  Office  and  hFork^  this  Writer  means 
the  Offices  ufed  at  their  refpedive  Ordinations,  he 
grofsly  mifreprefents  them.  For  the  Titles  of  the 
two  Offices,  the  Offices  themfelves  in  almoft  all 
their  Parts,  and  the  whole  Face  and  Appearance 
of  them,  are  v/ideiy  different  *,  and  they  clearly 
point  out  and  diftinguiffi  a  Difference  of  Order. 
In  the  Prayer  to  be  ufed  at  the  End  of  the  Lita¬ 
ny,  at  the  Ordination  of  Priefts,  God  is  faid  to 
have  “  appointed  divers  (h  e.  more  than  Two) 

^  Orders  of  Minifters  in  the  Church/'  How  many, 

and 
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OTcl  what,  thefe  divers  Orders  are,  is  declared  in 
the  general  Preface.  When  a  Perfon  prefents  him- 
lelf  for  Ordination  according  to  the  Form  of  the 
fecond  Office,  he  knows  that  he  can  be  made  by 
it  no  more  than  a  Prefbyter.  He  is  aflced  :  “  Will 
you  reverently  obey  your  Ordinary^  and  other 
chief  Minijiers  unto  whom  the  Government  and 
“  Charge  is  committed  over  you^  following  with  a 
glad  Mind  and  Will  their  godly  Admonitions, 
and  fubmitting  yourfelf  to  their  godly  Judg- 
ments  And  he  anfwers  :  I  will  do  fo,  the 

Lord  being  my  Helper.”  And  although  the  Word 
Order^  as  it  now  ftands  in  the  new  Ordinal,  is  not  al¬ 
ways  to  be  found  in  the  correfponding  Places  of  the 
old  ;  yet  it  is  a  Matter  of  no  Confequence,  as  other 
Words,  fuch  as  Miniflry  and  Office^  are  ufed  in  an 
equivalent  Senfe.  Thus,  when  the  Archdeacon  fays 
tojhe  Biffiop,  I  prefent  unto  you  thefe  Perfons 
prefent  to  be  admitted  to  the  Order  of  Prieft- 
hood,”  the  Biffiop,  immediately  addreffing  the 
People,  fays :  “  thefe  be  they  whom  we  purpofe, 
God  willing,  to  receive  this  Day  into  the  holy  Of- 
^^fee  of  Priefthood  ;”  and  before  the  Sentence  is 
concluded,  he  calls  it  the  holy  Miniftry,”  and, 
in  another  Place,  the  Miniftry  of  the  Priefthood.” 

If  it  be  the  Meaning  of  this  Writer,  that  thofe 
particular  Words  in  the  Office,  by  which  the  Au¬ 
thority  is  more  immediately  conveyed,  make  no 
Diftindtion  in  the  Order ^  it  is  alfo  a  Mifreprefenta- 
rion.  A  Diftinftion  adtually  is  made,  and  as  much 
as  is  neceflary,  even  on  the  Principles  of  the  ftrieft- 
eft  Epifcopalians.  The  Words  at  the  Ordination 
of  Priefts  are  ;  Receive  the  holy  Ghoft :  Whofe 
Sins  thou  doft  forgive,  they  are  forgiven  :  And 
be  thou  a  faithful  Difpenfer  of  the  Word  of 

Q  “  God 
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“  God  and  his  holy  Sacraments ;  in  the  Name 
“  &c.”  The  Bilhop,  then  delivering  a  Bible,  fays  : 

Take  thou  Authority  to  preach  the  Word’^of 
“  God,  and  to  adminifter  the  holy  Sacraments 
“  in,  this  Congregation,  where  thou  lhalt  be  ap- 
pointed.”  But  in  the  Ordination  of  a  Bilhoo  the 
Words  are  thefe  :  »  Take  the  Holy  G^ft  ^ 
“  And  remember  thcu  ftir  up  the  Grace  of  God 
“  which  is  in  thee,  by  Impofition  of  Hands  ;  for 
“  God  hath  not  given  us  the  Spirit  of  Fear,^  but 
“  of  Power,  and  Love  and  Sobernefs.”  I’hen  de  ¬ 
livering  to  him  the  Bible,  the  Archbifhop  charges 
him  “  Give  Heed 'unto  Reading,  &c.  Be  to  the 
“  Flock  of  Chrift  a  Shepherd,  not  a  Wolf :  Feed 
them,  devour  them  not  ^  hold  up  the  weak, 
heal  the  fick,  bind  together  the  broken,  brino- 
again  the  outcafts,  leek  the  loft  ^  be  lo  merciful 
“  that  you  be  not  too  remifs  :  So  minilier  Difcip- 
line,  that  you  forget  not  Mercy,  that  when  the 
“  Shepherd  lhall  come,  you  may  receive  the  im- 
marceffible  Crown  df  Glory,  through  Jefus  Chrift 
our  Lord.  ^Vho  does  not  here  lee  a  very  wide 
and  material  Difference  ?  The  Words,  “  receive, 

‘‘  or  take,  the  Holy  Ghoft,”  are  indeed  the  fame 
in  both  Offices  -,  they  are  general,  and  make  no 
Diftinftion.  But  in  the  Ordination  of  Prelbyters, 
a  Diftindlion,  of  their  Office  from  that  of  Biffiops’ 
immediately  follows.  They  are  declared  to  have, 
and  the  Declaration  implies  that  they  only  have, 
in  Virtue  of  that  Ordination,  the  Power  of  ab- 
folving  Penitents,  and  of  difpenfing  the  Word  and 
Sacraments,  and  that  in  fuch  Congregations  only 
as  they  Ihould  be  appointed  to.  Here  is  not  the 
leaft  Appearance  of  epifcopal  Powers,  nor  ©f  any 
Authority  which  is  not  at  this  Day  given,  by  the 
Church,  ol  England,  to  Prelbyters.  But  in  the 

Ordination 
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Ordination  of  Bifhops,  there  is  none  of  this  Re- 
ftraint ;  the  Words  1  are  left  general,  as  they  were 
ufed  by  Chrift  in  ordaining  his  Apoftles ;  and  all 
the  ordinary  Authority,  which  they  were  original¬ 
ly  intended  to  exprefs,  is  conveyed  by  them  without 
Diminution.  So  that  in  one  Cafe,  there  is  only  a 
limited  Commiffion  given  •,  but  in  the  other,  a 
Commifllon  without  any  Reftriftion  or  Limitation, 
and  confequently  extending  to  all  ecclefiaftical  Of¬ 
fices,  which,  in  Fadt,  is  alfo  intended. 

For  it  may  be  added,  that  were  the  Words  ex- 
aftly  the  fame  in  both  Cafes,  provided  they  were 
general,  as  in  the  original  Commiffion  given  to  the 
Apoftles ;  it  would  not  follow,  that  no  farther 
Powers  were  given  in  the  Ordination  of  a  Bilhop, 
than  in  that  of  a  Prefbyter.  For  a  new  Ordination 
neceffarily  fuppofes  an  Intention  to  convey  fome 
new  Powers.  Bifhop  Burnet  juftly  argues  on  the 
Subjefl,  in  the  following  Manner :  “  It  is  to  be 
“  confidercd,,  that  ecclefiaftical  Orders  being  from 
“  the  Influence  and  Operation  of  the  Holy  Ghoft, 
“  which  being  one,  yet  hath  different  Operations 
“  for  the  different  Adminijlrations ;  therefore  the 
“  concomitant  Adlions,  Words  and  Circumftances 
“  muft  Ihew,  for  which  Adminiftration  the  Holy 
“  Ghoft  is  prayed  for,  fince  that  general  Prayer 
“  is  made  for  all ;  but  the  Fundtions  being  dift 
“  ferent,  the  fame  Holy  Ghoft  works  differently 
“  in  them  all.  Therefore  it  is  plain  from  the  Prac- 
“  tice  of  our  Saviour,  that  there  is  no  Need  of 
“  expreffing  in  the  very  Words  of  Ordination, 
“  what  Power  is  thereby  given,  fince  our  Saviour 
“  did  not  exprefs  it,  but  what  he  faid  both  before 
“  and  after,  did  determine  the  Senfe  of  thofe  ge- 
‘‘  neral  Words  to  the  apoftolical  Fundtion.  The 

G  2  ■  “  whole 
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U  of  confecrating  Bifliops  (for  In- 

^ance)  Ihews  very  formally  and  exprefsly,  what 
^  Bower  IS  given  in  thefe  (general)  Words.  Now 
^  though  the  Winters  of  the  Church  of  Rome, 
would  place  the  Form  of  Confecration  in  fome 
“  imperative  Words  ;  yet  we  fee  no  Realbn  for 
“  that,  but  the  Complex  of  the  whole  Office  is 
“  that  which  is  chiefly  to  be  confidered,  and  muft 
“  determine  the  Senfe  of  thofe  Words.  So  that 
a  Priefl;  being  prefented  to  be  made  a  Bifliop, 
“  the  King’s  Mandate  being  read  for  that  Effea’ 
he  fwearing  canonical  Obedience  as  Bifliop  Eleft’ 
“  Prayers  being  put  up  for  him  as  fuch,  together  with 
other  Circumftances  which  make  it  plain  what 
they  are  about ;  thofe  general  Words  are  by 
“  thefe  qualified  and  reftrained  to  that  Senfe-f-.” 

Here,  in  a  Note,  the  Doftor  fteps  in  with  his‘ 
old  Reprint,  and  endeavours  to  prove  from  it  that 
Bifliops  and  Prefbyters  were  efieemed  one  and  the 
fame  Order,  by  the  Compilers  of  that  Ordinal.  For 
it  is  worthy  of  fpecial  Remark,  fays  he,  thatprm- 
ous  (meaning  previoufly)  to  the  Ordination  of  Priefts, 
Adis  XX.  from  the  igtb  to  the  24/^ (he fliould 
have  faid,  from  the  17th  to  the  35th  inclufive) 
was  appointed  to  be  read  for  the  Epijtle  -,  which  muft 
be  efieemed  highly  impertinent,  if  they  were  not,  as 
Episcopoi  to  RULE  (po  1  ma.»jein)  as  well  as  feed 
the  Church  of  God.  ’Fhat  Portion  of  Scripti^re 
contains  an  Account  of  St.  Paul’s  Interview  with 
the  Elders  from  Ephefus  ;  at  which  he  informs 
them  in  what  Manner  he  had  conduced  himfelf  in 
the  Execution  of  the  apoftolical  Office,  gives  them 
a  folemn  Charge  to  attend  to  theDuties  of  their  Mi- 
niftry,  and  concludes  with  an  affeftionate  Leave  and 

Benediftion. 

f  Burnet’s  Vindication  of  the  Ordinations ^  Sec.  p.  64. 
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Bcnediftion.  Such  an  Example,  and  fuch  an  Ex* 
hortation,  might,  I  conceive,  very  properly  be 
recommended  to  the  careful  Confideration  of  every 
Candidate  for  the  Orders,  either  of  a  Bifliop,  or  a 
Prieft,  or  even  of  a  Deacon.  St.  Paul  fometimes 
propofes  his  own  Example  as  a  Pattern  for  Chri Ili¬ 
ans  in  common  ;  and  it  may,  with  peculiar  Pro¬ 
priety,  be  propofed  for  the  Imitation  of  Clergy* 
men.  This  is  hinted,  on  the  Suppofition  that  the 
Eldeps  from  Ephefus  were  pofleffed  of  thofe  Pow¬ 
ers,  which  are  appropriated  to  Bifliops.  But  there 
is  no  Certainty  that  they  were  more  than  Prefbyters. 
Many  learned  Men,  and  Hooker  and  Hoadly  a- 
mong  others,  are  clear  in  the  Opinion,  that  the 
Elders  above-mentioned  were  nothing  more  :  And 
this  may  have  been  the  Opinion  of  the  Compilers 
of  the  Ordinal. 

\, 

The  Dodlor  farther  urges,  that  Matt.  xxviiL 
18,  19,  20.  orelfe  John  xx.  19— -24,  is  appointed 
for  the  Gofpel ;  both  which  PaJJages  of  Scripture  con¬ 
tain  the  highefl  Comrnijfion  of  Gofpel-Officers.  But  if 
the  Commiffion  for  the  fubordinate  Degrees  of  ec- 
clefiaftical  Officers  is  included  in  this  general  Com¬ 
miffion  to  the  Apoftles,  and  if  they  can  produce 
no  other  original  Commiffion  than  is  contained  in 
this  ;  then,  thefe  Paffages  of  Scripture  might,  with 
no  Inconftftency^  be  appointed  to  be  read  at  the  Or¬ 
dination  of  Prefbyters.  And  the  Reviewers  of  the 
old  Ordinal.^  after  the  Reftoration,  might  have  re¬ 
moved  them  into  the  Office  for  the  Ordination  of 
Biffiops,  not  becaufe  they  believed  them  to  be  not 
proper  to  be  ufed  at  the  Ordination  of  Priefts,  but, 
from  an  Opinion  that  they  were  more  proper  at  the 
Confecration  of  Biffiops. 


In 
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In  another  Note^  p.  28,  the  Doftor  farther  ar¬ 
gues  to  the  fame  Purpofe,  from  the  Additions  irt 
the  new  Ordinal.  At  the  Ordination  of  Triefts, 
after  the  Words,  ‘‘  receive  the  Holy  Ghoft/’  thefe 
Words  are  added,  for  the  Office  and  VV^ork. 
OF  A  Priest  -and,  at  the  Confecration  of  Bifhops, 
alter  the  like  Words,  theft  AVords  are  added,  for 
THE  Office  and  Work  of  a  Bishop.  By  this  he 
feems  to  think,  that,  according  to  the  oW  Ordinal,. 
Bifliops  were  not  ordained  for  the  Office  and  Work 
of  Bifhops,  nor  Priefls  for  that  of  Priefts,  becaiift 
thofe  particular  Words  were  not  ufed  on  the  Occa^ 
fion.  But  with  the  fame  Force  and  Propriety  he 
might  have  argued,  that  the  Apoftles  were  not  com- 
miffioned,  by  our  blefftd  Saviour,  for  the  Office  and 
IVork  of  Apoftles, ^  becauft  theft  Words  are  not 
found  in  the  Commiffion.  But  it  was  fufficient,  that 
the  Compilers  of  the  old  Ordinal  declared,  in  the 
Front  of  it,  their  Acknowledgment  and  Belief  of 
three  diftinft  Orders  in  the  Church — that  they  com- 
poftd  a  particular  and  diftincft  Office  for  the  Ordina¬ 
tion  of  each  Order-— that  there  could  be  no  Dilpute 
to  which  of  theft  Orders,  any  particular  Perfon,  by 
his  Ordination,  v/as  admitted,  nor  what  were  the  pe¬ 
culiar  Duties  of  his  Office— and  that  all  this  was  ap- 
p^roved  of,  and  conftnted  to,  by  the  Bifliops  and 
Clergy,  and  eftabliflied  by  the  King  and  Parliament. 
After  all,  it  is  not  denied  that  the  Alterations  and 
Amendments,  introduced  into  the  new  Ordinal, 
were  a  real  Improvement  *,  and  particularly,  as 
Words  are  therein  ufcd  with  greater  Precifion. 

The  Doftor  has  another  Note  in  the  like  Strain, 
in  p.  29  ;  but  after  what  has  been  faid  in  Anfwer 
to  the  preceding,  it  would  be  a  needlefs  Expence 

of 
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of  Time,  Paper  and  Patience,  to  make  a  particu¬ 
lar  Reply  to  it. 

I  NOW  return  to  Mr.  Shaw.  His  Defign  in  the 
Remainder  of  this  Extraft,  extending  from  p.  29 
to  35,  is  no  lefs  than  to  prove,  that  the  Church  of 
England  at  this  Day  allows  Prefbyters  to  have  the 
Power  of  Ordination,  as  inherently  and  effentially 
as  Bifliops  themfelves.  The  Attempt  is  arduous 
and  romantic,  and  fhould  it  appear  that  he  has 
mifearried  in  the  Execution,  ftill  it  may  be  faid 
of  him,  as  was  faid  of  a  notable  Adventurer  be¬ 
fore  him, 

- magnis  tamen  excidit  Aufts. 

That  the  Church  of  England  allows  to  Prefby - 
ters  the  Power  of  ordaining^  he  endeavours  to  prove, 
in  the  firlt  Place,  from  the  Rubric  in  the  Office  for 
the  Ordination  of  Priefts,  which  requires  that'  the 
Bijbop  with  the'P^i^s.T^  prefent  Jhall  lay  their  Hands 
fever  ally  upon  the  Head  of  every  one  that  receiveth 
the  Order  of  ^Priefthood.  This  Rubric^  as  well  as 
every  other  Rule  or  Injundion,  ought  to  be  inter¬ 
preted  according  to  the  Senfe  in  which  it  is  eftab- 
liflied  by  Authority,  if  that  Senfe  can  be  certainly 
known.  But  could  it  be  the  Intention  of  the 
Church  in  this  Rubric^  to  contradidl  the  whole  Tenor 
of  the  Ordinal,  and  every  Declaration  and  Intima^ 
tion  that  Ihe  had  made  and  given,  relating  to  the 
Subjed  ?  Was  there  ever  an  epifcopal  Church,  in 
any  Age,  that  allowed  the  Power  of  Ordination  to 
fee  in  any  other  Hands,  than  of  Bilhops  ?  Was  it 
the  Opinion  of  thofe  who  were  commiffioned  to 
review  the  old  Ordinal,  and  frame  the  new  one,  or 
of  any  Individual  ih  that  Commiffion,  that  all  the 

Prefbvters 
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Preftyters  in  the  Kingdom,  convened  in  one  Body, 
could  efFeftually  ordain  a  fingle  Prefbyter  ?— Or, 
that  any  Bifhop  in  the  Kingdom  had  not,  as  eflential 
to  his  Office,  the  full  Power  of  Ordination  in  him- 
felf  ?  If  this  was  not  the  Opinion  of  thofe  Review-, 
ers,  nor  of  the  Governors  of  the  Church,  nor  of 
the  civil  Authority,  at  that  Time  we  may  be 
certain  that  the  Ruhrie  means  no  fuch  Thing,  and 
is  an  Evidence  of  no  fuch  Thing,  as  it  is  alledged 
to  prove.  It  requires  indeed  that  the  Bifliop  lliall 
admit  thePriefts,  that  are  prefent,  tojoin  with  him 
in  the  Impofition  of  Elands ;  but  it  does  not  fay, 
nor  give  the  leaft  Intimation,  that  it  is  with  a 
View  of  rendering  the  Ordination  more  valid  and 
compleat,  than  it  would  have  been  by  the  Impofi¬ 
tion  of  the  Billiop’s  Hands  only.  Every  Impofition 
of  Hands  is  not  with  a  Deiign  to  ordain  ;  and  there 
is  the  highefl:  Evidence,  that,  in  this  Cafe,  Ordina¬ 
tion  is  not  the  Defign  of  the  Church  in  general, 
nor  of  the  Biflaop  that  officiates,  nor  of  the  Prefby- 
ters  themfelves  who  praftice  this  Rite.  If  the 
Prefbyters  convey  any  fpiritual  Authority,  it  is 
Without  their  own  Knowledge  and  Intention,  and 
by  a  barely  mechanical  Operation. 


The  Impofition  of  the  Hands  of  Prefbyters,  in 
Conjunftion  with  thofe  of  the  Biflaop,  has  been 
prafticed  in  every  Age  of  the  Church,  in  a  greater 
or  lefs  Degree  ;  but  it  was  never  thought  to  be  any 
Part,  much  lefs  znejfential  of  Ordination,  as 
this  Writer  calls  it.  The  Praftice  was  common 
and  almoll  univerfal,  in  the  fourth  Century.  A 
Canon  of  the  4th  Council  of  Carthage,  is  thus 
worded  :  ‘HTeffiyter  cum  ordinatur,  &c.  i.  e,  when 
a  Prefoyter  is  ordained,  while  the  Bifliop  pro¬ 
nounces  the  Bleffing,  and  lays  his  Hand  upon  his 

Head 
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Head,  all  the  Prefbyters  that  are  prefent  fliall  lay 
their  Hands,  by  the  Bilhop’s  Hand,  upon  his 
“  Head  alfo.”  At  that  Time  flouriflied  St.  Jerom^ 
who  was  thoroughly  acquainted  with  the  Cuftoms 
of  the  Church,  and  knew  that  the  Impofition  of 
the  Hands  of  Prelbyters,  at  the  Ordination  of  a 
Fellow-Prefbyter,  was  the  daily  Pradice.  But  did 
he  believe  that  the  Power  of  Ordination,  or  any 
Part  of  that  Power,  was  exercifed  by  Prefbyters  ? 
So  far  from  it,  that  in  his  famous  Epiftle  to  Eva- 
wherein  he  endeavours  to  exalt  their  Order  as 
high  as  poffible,  he  confeflTes,  that,  from  the  Ads 
or  Offices  which  they  perform  in  common  with  Bi- 
ffiops.  Ordination  muft  be  excepted.  If  therefore  the 
Impofition  of  the  Hands  of  Prefbyters  in  St.  Je- 
rom’s  Time,  was  no  Proof  of  their  having  Power 
to  ordain,  it  can  be  no  Proof  now-f. 

This  Writer  infifts  upon  it,,  that  the  Impofition 
-of  the  Hands  of  Prefbyters,  in  this  Cafe,  muft  be 
for  the  Purpofe  of  Ordination  -,  becaufe  it  cannot 
be  pretended  that  it  does  only  Jignify  their  witnejfmg 
to,  or  approbating,  the  ‘Thing  done.  But  why  not 
witneffing  ?  This,  he  fays,  might  as  well  he  done  by 
the  Laity  who  are  prefent,  or  the  Deacons  All  that 
are  prefent  are  undoubtedly  Witnefles  of  the  Tranf- 
adion,  but  in  fome  Cafes  chojen,  Witnejfes  may  be 
thought  proper,  as  is  appointed  in  the  Office  of 
Baptifm  for  Adults,  although  the  whole  Congrega¬ 
tion  are  WitnelTes  at  the  fame  Time.  Or,  why  not 
approbating  P  Is  there  any  Impropriety  in  calling 
upon  the  Clergy  that  are  prefent,  fo  fignify  their 
Confent  to,  and  Approbation  of,  the  Ordination  of 

H  a  par- 

t  the  Jpojiclical  Conjiitutions,  Lib.  viii.  Cap.  28, 
where  it  is  faid  of  a  Prefbyter :  “  Benediftionem  recipit  ab 
Epifeopo,  et  a  Comprelbytero  ;  eamque  pariter  Com- 
prelbytero  dat  j  Manus  impor.it,  non  oroinat.” 
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a  particular  Perfon  to  that  facred  Office,  with  whic'h 
they  have  been  invefted  themfelves  ?  And  may  not 
the  Impofition  of  Plands,  in  the  Manner  required, 
be  the  eftablillied  Sign  of  it  ?  It  is  true,  the 
Church  has  not  faid  that  this  is  the  Intention  ;  nor 
certainly  has  it  faid  that  Ordination  is  the  Intenti¬ 
on.  And  where  no  explicit  Declarations  are  made 
by  the  Church  of  its  Views  and  Intentions,  every 
Perfon  is  left  to  judge  of  them  by  the  Evidence  he 
can  colled:. 

Another  Argument  that  Prefbyters  in  the 
Church  of  England  have  ordaining  Powers^  is 
founded  by  this  Writer  on  the  Ufe  of  the  Word 
OUR,  in  the  Ad:  of  Ordination,  where  the  Biffiop 
fays  :  Receive  the  Holy  Gholl  for  the  Office  and 

Work  of  a  Prieft  in  the  Church  of  God,  now 
committed  unto  thee  by  the  Impofition  of  our 
Hands.'’  To  this  a  very  brief  Anfwer  is  fuffi- 
cient.  There  are  Inftances  of  the  like  Ufe  of  the 
fame  Word  in  our  public  Offices,  which  if  they 
will  not  prove  what  it  pofitively  does  mean,  will 
however  enable  us  to  determine  what  it  does  not 
mean.  At  the  Baptifm  of  Infants,  the  officiating 
Clergyman  prays  :  Grant  that  whofoever  is  here 

dedicated  to  thee  by  our  Office  and  Miniftry, 
&c  And  at  the  Baptifm  of  Adults  :  Grant 

that  they  being  dedicated  to  thee  by  our  Office 
and  Miniftry,  &c.  Now  in  thefe  Places,  the 
Word  OUR  certainly  does  not  mean,  that  thofe 
who  are  prefent  affift  in  the  Adminiftration  of 
Baptifm,  or  that  this  Ordinance  is  not  admiriifter- 
ed  by  the  Prieft  only  :  And  therefore  we  may  de¬ 
pend  upon  it,  that  at  the  Ordination  of  a  Prefby- 
ter,  it  does  not  mean,  that  the  Ordination  is  not 
performed  by  the  Billiop  only.  What  the  Word 

adtually 
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ataually,  does  mean,  is  not  my.  Bufmefs  here  to  de¬ 
termine. 

I  HAVE  now  done  with  Mr.  Shaw  having  fliewn 
the  Weaknefs  c£  his  Arguments,  and  having  anf- 
wered  or  obviated  all  that  he  or  the  Do6lor  fays  in 
Support  of  them.  Indeed  I  might  have  taken  No¬ 
tice,  that  both  of  them  feem-  to  proceed  on  the 
Suppofition,  that  whatever  is  ordered  by  Autho¬ 
rity,  is  injoined  as  f^Ma/Zy  neceffary  or  important. 
According  to  this  Mode  of  thinking,,  the  Churcli- 
of  England,  makes  wearing  a  Surplice  as  neceilary. 
as  the  public  Service ;  and  the  Circumftance  of 
kneeling  at  the  Communion  to  be  as  ellential,  as 
the  great  Duty  of  receiving  that  holy  Sacrament. 
And  then,  to  be  fure,  the  Impofition  of  the  Hands, 
of  Prelbyters  at  the  Ordination  of  a  Prieft,  muft  be 
as  effential  to  the  Validity  of  the  Performance,  as  the- 
Impofition  of  the  Bilhop’s  Hands,  fince  both  are- 
ordered  in  the  fame  Rubric.  But  fuch  an  abfurd' Way 
of  Reafoning  defcrves-not  a  formal  Reflitation  ;  and 
I  am  under  fome  Apprehenfion  that  I  may  be¬ 
thought,  by  the  fenfible  Reader,  to  have  been  alrea¬ 
dy  too  particular  in  replying  to.Xhings  of  this  Na¬ 
ture.  I  lliall  therefore  not  ftop  a  Moment  to  make 
any  Refiedlions  upon  fuch  a  grofs  Mifreprefentation- 
of  the  Ordinal,  and  of  the  Church  of  England  v- 
but  proceed  immediately  to  other  Matters., 

In  his  Anfwer.  to  the  Appeal,  the  Dodtor  urged,' 
that  if  the  Preface  to  the  Ordinal  were  explained^ 
by  what  appears  to  have  been  the  Sentiments  of- 
thofe  that  compiled  it, .it  would  not  prove  that- 
the  Church  of  England  was  epifcopal,  at  that 
Xime,  in  the  Senfe  of  the  Appeal.  It  was  replied,  , 
that  the  Senfe  of  any,  Church  muft  be  taken  from. 

H  2  her. 
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her  public  Oaces  and  Declarations,  and  not  from 
the  known  orfuppofed  Sentiments  of  Individuals 

JheT  ''''''  Compilers  of 

Engha  Ordinal,  it  did  not  appear  that  their 

private  Sentiments  were  different  from  what  they 
pubhckly  expreffed  ;  but,  on  the  other  Hand,  that 
there  was  fufficient  Evidence  to  convince  the  im¬ 
partial,  that  the  principal  Perfons  employed  in  that 
Service  believed  the  divine,  or  apoftolical  Inftitu- 
tion  of  Epifcopacy.  In  Order  to  fliew  this,  I  en¬ 
tered  into  a  particular  Examination  of  the  Subieeb 
and  took  proper  Notice  of  all  that  Dr.  Chaunev 
had  alledged,  in  Support  of  the  contrary.  I  con- 
iidered  the  Evidence  contained  in  the  Instituti- 
ON  and  Erudition,  c/  ^  Ma^,  com- 

poled  and  publilhed  under  the  Direftion  of  Arch- 
bilhop  Cranmer,  in  the  Reign  of  Henry  Vllf 
as  far  as  I  could  colka:  it  from  Co//iejf’s  Abftrafl:! 
and  from  other  Accounts. 


On  this  Examination,  the  Institution  ai>- 
peared  favourable  to  the  Doftrine  of  Epifcopac^ 
^d  a  Paffage  was  produced,  wherein,  amono-  other 
Things,  It  is  laid,  that  “  Bilhops  are  authorifed 
by  our  Saviour  to  continue  the  Succeffion,  and 
perpetuate  the  Hierarchy.”  The  Dodor  in- 
deed  had  quoted  Dr.  Calamy’s  (flotation,  from 
the  Institution  and  Erudition,  of  the  follow¬ 
ing  Sentence  :  »  Priefts  and  Bilhops  by  Gods  Law 
“  are  one  and  the  fame ;  and  the  Power  of  Or- 
“  dirtation  and  Excommunication  belongs  eoualh 
to  them  both.”  '  Thefe  two  Sentences  are  con- 
tradiftory  ;  and  the  true  Way  of  fettling  the  Point 
whether  they  are  fairly  extraded  or  not,  would  be 
to  have  Recourfe  to  the  Books  themlelves,  wdiich 
is  not  in  my  Power.  But,  from  Collier’s  Account, 

I  fuiped 
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I  fufpeft  there  is  fomc  Miftake  made,  either  by 
Dr.  Calamy  or  Dr.  Chaiincy,  and  that  if  their 
Qiiotation  is  made  fairly,  it  is  from  the  Erudi¬ 
tion  only,  and  not  from  the  Institution.  [f 
the  Dodor  will  prove  that  I  am  miftaken,  and 
that  the  Sentence  quoted  is  contained  in  the  Insti¬ 
tution,  I  v/ill  allow  that  it  greatly  weakens  the 
Evidence  I  produced  from  it  on  the  other  Side, 
as,  on  that  Suppofition,  he  argues  juftly,  in  p.  37. 
But  fince  I  have  as  high  an  Opinion  of  Collier’s 
Honefty,  as  he  has  of  Calamy’s,  he  muft  not  ex- 
peft  me  to  give  up  the  Teftimony  of  my  Author, 
becaufe  it  is  contradided  by  his.  But  if  it  fliould 
be  found  on  the  other  Hand,  that  the  Dodtor’s 
Qiiotation,  from  Calamy,  is  not  fairly  made  from 
the  Institution;  and  mine,  from  Collier,  or  the 
Subftance -of  it,  is  :  Then  my  Argument  is  con- 

dufive,  and  all  that  he  fays  in  Reply  to  it  falls  of 
^ourfe. 

As  to  the  Erudition,  I  allowed  that  it  had,  in 
-Ollier’s  Abftrad,  fuch  a  doubtful  Appe  arance, 
hat  nothing  could  be  juftly  concluded  from  it,  but 
hat  the  Principles  of  the  Reformers  were,  at  this 
rime,  with  Regard  to  fome  Points,  in  an  unfet- 
led,  fluduating  State.  It  contained  Paffages,  if 
ot  diredly  contradidory,  yet  which  I  knew  not 
ow  to  reconcile,  to  one  another.  In  one  Place  it 
lys  :  “  the  Scripture  Ipeaks  exprefsly  of  no  more 
than  the  two  Orders  of  Prietts  and  Deacons.” 
md  yet,  in  other  Places,  according  to  Collier, 
that  the  two  Orders  (of  Bifliops  and  Priefts) 
were  diftind  and  fubordinate,  is  plain  from  this 
Erudition.”  But  then,  as  was  obferved  farther, 

11s  Book  was  drawn  up  only  by  a  Committee  ap- 
Dinted  by  the  King,  and  did  not  exp  refs  the  gene¬ 
ral 
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ral  Senfe  of  the  Church  as  the  Institution  did,, 
which  was  formally  confented  to  by  both  Houfes 
of  Convocation.  The  Doftor  fays,  p.  39,  there 
is  no  Difficulty  in  reconciling  the  Palfages  I  had 
quoted..  For  ify  as  thefa  Reformers  fay^  the 
Scripture  makes  mention  of  only  the  two  orders 
of  Priefts  and  Deacons,”  BiJkopS'  cannot  in  their- 
Opinion  he  a  diJiinB  Order  from  Priefts^  \  and  confe- 
quently^  what  is  aferibed  to  the  Biffiop,^  is  aferibed 
to  an  Officer  of  the  fawA  Rank  with  Priejis.  On 
this  Suppofition,  the  Conclufion  indeed  is  juft. 
But  if,  as  Collier  aflerts,  who  knew  more  of  the 
Matter  than  either  of  us,  it  is  plain  from  this 
Erudition,  that  the  two  Orders  are  diftinft  and 
fubordinate  f  I  fancy  it  will  puzzle  a  Man, 
even  of  the  Doftor’s  Dexterity,  to  reconcile  all  the 
Parts  of  that  Book,  or  fo  much  as  the  Paflages'. 


quoted. 


After  all,  the  Sentiments  of  the  Biffiops  and" 
Clergy  at  this  Period^  were  not  confid'cred  as  of  any' 
great  Confequence  in  this  Difpute.  The  Institu¬ 
tion  was  publiffied  in  1537,  and  the  Erudition 
in  1540,  for  temporary  Ufe,  while  the  Nation  was 
but  juft  emerging  from  Popery,  and  before  it  had 
Time  to  purge  itfelf  from  the  old  Leaven  (§). 
To  perform  fo  great  a  Work  properly,  required 
much  Time  and  Caution.  Of  this,  Cranmer  and.- 
his  Aftbeiates  were  duly  fenfible  ;  and,  for  the 
Honour  of  the  Engliffi  Reformation,  they  pro¬ 
ceeded  with  much  greater  Coolnefs  and  Delibera¬ 
tion,  than  the  Reformers  in  any  other' Country  had 
done.  And  the  Method  they  purfued  was,  to  con- 
fider  diftinftly  one  Dodrine  after  another,  with  the 

clofeft 


(§)  See  the  Extracts  from  Bramhall  and  Burnet,  in  the 
appeal  Defended^  p.  25. 
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clofeft  Attention,  until  the  whole  Syftem  fliould 
be  examined,  and  placed  on  the  fure  Bafis  of  Scrip¬ 
ture  Authority,  as  was  oblerved  in  my  Defence. 
As  a  Proof  of  this,  the  feveral  ^uejlions  given  out 
to  the  moft  eminent  Divines  for  their  Examination 
and  Decifion,  were  pointed  out.  ‘  For  it  was  at 
‘  thh  Time,  and^not  Ten  Years  afterwards,  in  the 
^  R«ign  of  EdWard  VI,  as  Dr.  Chauncy,  follow- 
‘  ing^is  Blind  Guide  the  Irenicum,  aflerts,  that 
‘  thefe  ^eftions  were  given  out  for  Difcuffion,  as  is 
‘  plain  from  Bilhop  BurnetJ,’  with  whom  Strype  a- 
greesd.  To  this  he  replies,  p.  40,  If  this  is  plain  from 
Bifhop  Burnet,  he  is  the  blind  Guide  to  the  Dodlor, 
■and  not  the  Irenicum  to  me.  For  it  is  obfervable, 
thefe  ^efticns  with  the  Refolutions  of  them  are  pub- 
lifhed  by  Bifhop  Burnet  ‘  ex.  M.  S.  S.  D.  Stilling- 
^  fleet,’  as  his  own  IFords  are. 

It  is  a  Matter  of  great  Importance  in  this  Dif- 
pute,  to  fettle  the  Time  when  thefe  ^uefions  were 
given  out  and  anfwered.  Bilhop  Burnet  fays  it  was 
in  1540.-,  the  Author  of  xFz  Irenicum,  that  it  was 
long  afterwards  in  the  Reign  of  Edward  VI.  One 
of  them  mull  be  wrong,  and  the  Qiieftion  is,  which 
of  them  is  the  blind  Guide.  It  ought  not  to  be  fup- 
pofed  that  either  of  them  intended  to  deceive  his 
Readers  ;  but  one  of  them  mull  have  been  de¬ 
ceived  himfelf.  Which  then,  was  moll  likely  to 
have  made  the  Millake .? 

And  here  it  deferves  Notice,  that  Stillingfleet 
vrote  his  Irenicum  with  evident  Halle  and  Precipi- 
:ation,  and  under  the  Influence  of  a  Zeal  bordering 
jpon  Impetuofity.  The  Dodlor  knows,  that  Wrn 

ters 

t  The  Appeal  defended,  p,  24,  +  Memorials  of 

.ranmer,  p,  ^g. 
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ters  in  thefe  Circumftances  are  liable  even  to  mif- 
take  Faols\  arid  Dates  are  more  eafily  miftaken  by 
,  them^  efpecially  when  they  appear  not  to  affect  the 
chief  Object  in  View.  Thus  the  Author  of  the 
Irenicum^  when  he  became  cooler,  and  took  a  Re- 
trofpecl  of  his  Performance,  candidly  confeffed, 
that  it  contained  many  Paffages  that  fliewed  his 
Youth,  and  want  of  Attention. 

But  the  Hiflory  of  the  Reformation  was  the  Work 
of  Time,  written  with  Compofure  and  Caution.  In 
adjufting  the  materials  for  his  Hiftory,  which 
chiefly  confifted  of  original  Manufcripts,  the  Author 
was  obliged  carefully  to  attend  to  the  Circumftance 
of  D  ates.  In  this  Way  he  became  fo  minutely  ac¬ 
quainted  with  the  Progrefs  of  the  Reformation, 
that,  from  the  very  Nature  and  Words  of  thofe 
Slueflions  and  Anfwers^  he  muft  have  been  able  to 
arrange  them  in  their  proper  Place,  even  if  the 
Date  had  been  omitted.  And  what  renders  his 
Account  the  more  credible  is,  that  he  affigns  a 
fpecial Reafon  for  iffuingout  the  ^Efilons^yvi.  That 
the  Committee,  which  was  appointed  to  review  and 
correft  the  Inftitution^  might  be  able  to  do  it  to  bet¬ 
ter  Purpofe.  For  he  reprefents  them  to  have  been 
given  out  during  the  Courfe  of  that  Work,  and 
when  the  Part  relating;  to  the  Doftrine  of  the  Seven 
Sacraments,  as  they  were  then  called,  came  under 
Confideration. 

/ 

But  notwithflanding  thefe  obvious  Remarks  in 
Favour  of  the  Hijiory^  the  Doctor  is  pofitive  that 
Stillingfleet  muft  have  been  right,  and  Burnet 
wrong,  becaufe  the  latter  made  Ufe  of  the  Manu¬ 
fcripts  of  the  former.  It  is  ftrange,  that  a  Man  of 
Seale  can  think  this  has  any  Appearance  of  Reafon- 

ing. 


ing.  If  Burnet  liad  tv2Ln{cnhtd  from  the  Irenicum^ 
his  Date  muft  have  been  corredfed  by  it ;  but  to 
infer,  that,  becaufe  he  confulted  the  fame  Manu- 
fcripts  that  the  Author  of  the  Irenicum  had  confult¬ 
ed,  THEREFORE  his  Hiftory  muft  be  corredled  by  the 
Irenicum^  in  the  Inftance  before  us,  is  a  Specimen 
of  new  Logic,  and  curious  it  is.  ,For  my  Part,  I 
think  it  much  more  reafonable  to  conclude,  that  the 
Irenicum^  in  this  Particular,  ftiould  be  correfted  by 
the  Hifiory  ;  becaufe  the  Hiftorian  confulted  the 
fame  Manujcripts^  and  yet  altered  the  controverted 
Date  as  publifhed  in  the  Irenicum  ;  which  he  would 
not  have  done  without  fufficient  Reafon  while  the 
Author,  who  was  his  intimate  Friend,  was  liv¬ 
ing,  and  might  contradidl  him  if  he  could.  But 
more  diredt  Evidence  fhall  be  produced  prefently. 

Let  us  at  prefent  attend  to  the  Dodtor.  Nay^ 
fays  he,  Bijhop  Burnet  himfelf  was  of  the  fame 
Mind^  viz.  That  the  ^ejlions  and  Anfwers  above- 
mentioned  paired  in  the  Reign  of  Edward  VI : 
And  to  prove  it,  he  tranfcribes  from  him,  Words 
which  make  it  evident  that  his  ov/n  Afiertion  is 
falfe.  Let  the  Reader  fee  with  his  own  Eyes,  and 
wonder !  I  find,  fays  the  Hiftorian,  another  In- 
ftance  like  this^  in  the  Reformation  that  was  far- 
ther  carried  on  in  the  fucceeding  Reign  of 
Edward  VI  ;  of  many  Biftiops  and  Divines 
giving  in  their  Opinions  under  their  Hands, 
upon  fome  Heads  then  examined  and  changedl].*’ 
The  Author  is  here  evidently  fpeaking  of  the 
very  ^eflions  and  Anfwers  under  Confideration,  a 
Copy  of  whicii  he  inferts  in  \\\^ Appendix  to  the  firjl 
Volume  of  his  Htfiory^  and  part  of  which  had  been 


publifhed  in  the  Irenicum,  He  fays  that  they  were 


I 

([  The  Htjlory  of  the  'Reformation,  Vol.  1.  p.  289 
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given  out  at  the  Time  when  the  Erudition  was 
preparing.  He  fpeaks  of  fuch  a  careful  Method  of 
proceedings  as  an  Evidence  of  the  o-reat  Prudence 
ufed  in  the  EnglilE  Reformation.  He  takes 
Jiotice  indeed,  that  there  was  another  Inftance  of 
the  Me  Care  in  the  next  Reign.  But  the  Papers  that 
paired,  \rv  like  Manner,  in  the  next  Reign,  are  fo  far 
from  being  the  lame  with  thole  under  Confiderati- 
on,  that  here  is  not  the  leaft  Intimation  that  they  re- 
Jated  to  the  fame  Subjedss  it  being  only  faid,  that 
^e  Bilhops  and  Divines  at  that  Time,  gave  in  their 
Opinions  upon  fom  Heads,  then  examined  and 
changed.  It  would  have  been  very  natural  for  him 
to  have  iaid,  the  fame  Heads,  unlcfs  they  were  different. 

When  he  comes  to  the  Time-,  to  which  he  re- 

«  of  Edward,  he  fays  : 

,  ^oter  (154S)  there  was  a  Committee  of 
ieleaed  Bilhops  and  Divines  appointed  for  exa«- 
mining  all  the  Offices  of  the  Church,  and  for 
“  reforming  them.— The  Thing  they  firft  examin¬ 
ed  was  the  Sacrament  of  the  Eucharijl  ■,  which 
being  the  chief  Symbol  of  Chrillian  Communi- 
“  on,  was  thought  to  delerve  their  chief  Care. 

And  here  they  managed  their  Enquiries  in  the 
“  fame  Manner  that  was  ufed  in  the  former  Reio-n  ; 

“  in  which  when  any  Thing  was  confidered  inOr- 
“  der  to  a  Change,  it  was  put  into  fcveral  Queries, 

“  to  which  every  one  in  Commiffion  was  to  o-ive  his 
“  Anfwer  in  writing.  It  is  no  Wonder  if  the  Con- 
fulions,  that  followed  in  Queen  Mary'%  Reio-n 
“  have  deprived  us  of  moll  of  thefe  Papers ;  yet 
there  is  one  Set  of  them  prelerved,  relatino- 
(N.  B.  )  to  Ibme  ^eftions  about  the  Priefts  ftnHe 
“  commun  icating\\:'  What  was  naturally  to  be  in- 

fered 


H  HiJIsry  of  the  Ref  ormatiorii  Vol.  II.  p.  61- 
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fered  from  the  former  Paflage,  is  fully  cxpreffed 
in  this.  The  Hiftorian  fays  plainly,  that  the  ^ef- 
iions  given  out  in  the  Reign  of  King  Edward, 
and  to  which  he  had'  refered  in  his  former  Yo- 
Kime,  related  to  the  Eucharijl^  as  it  was  thought 
at  that  Time  to  deferve  the  chief  Care”.  Here, 
fays  he,  i.  e-.  in  examining  the  Doftrine  of  the  Eu- 
charift,  they  proceeded'  in.  the  fame  Manner  that 
was  ufed  in  the  former  Reign.”  He  does  not  in¬ 
timate  that  the  Efueriet  now  given  out  related  to 
any  other  Subjeft,  than  that  of  the  Eucharifi  fo. 
far  from  it,  that  the  Words,  and  the  whole  Struc¬ 
ture  of  the  Palfage,  neceflarily  imply  that  they  did 
not.  He  moreover  fays,  that  moft  of  the  Papers 
that  paffed'  on  that  Occafi'on,  are  loft ;  however, 
that  one  Set  of  them  has  been  preferved,  a  Copy 
of  which  he  publiflies  in  the  Appendix  to  his  fer 
cond  Volume.  The  Queftions,  irt  this  only  Set  of 
Papers  remaining,  he  tells  ys,  related  to  “  the 
“  Priefts  fingle  communicating  ft  and  upon  la- 
fpedlion,  there  is  not  one  of  them  that  appears  to 
have  any  more  Reference  to  the  Dodtrine  of  Epif- 
copacy,  than  to  that  of  the  Copernican  Syftem.  It 
is  now  as  clear  as  the  Meridian  Sun  in  an  uncloud¬ 
ed  ^ky,  that  Bijhop  Burnet  himfelf  was  not  of 
the  fame  Mind  with  my  Opponent,  but  affirmed,; 
and  proved  the  contrary— that,  with  Regard  to  the 
Date  in  Qiieftion,  the  Irenicum  was  the  blind' 
Guide’— and  that  the  Dodlor  is  blinder  ftill,  who. 
out-faces  a  much  brighter  Evidence  than  was  at¬ 
tended,  to,  by  the  Author  of  the  Irenicum.^ 

I  2  Having 

§  It  is  a  more  difficult  Talk  than-  moft  Readers  imaginej, 
to  deal  with  an  Adverfary  that  can  mifreprefent  Matters,  at 
this  Rate.  To  fpeak  plainly  of  fiich  Condu6l,  has  the  Ap¬ 
pearance  of  Abufe  Scurrility^  which  difgrace  any  Wjiter  ; 

and 
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Having  fettled  the  Date  of  the  ^ejiions  and 
^nfwers  aforefaid,  and  fixed  it  to  1540,  I  muft 
again  remind  the  Reader,  that  it  was  ‘  about  Ten 
Years  ^Dcfore  the  Offices  for  Ordination  were  com- 
pofed,  and^  before  Cranmer  appears  to  have  fettled 
his  ecclefiaftical  Principles.  It  is  therefore  no  won¬ 
der  that,  as  Bifhop  Burnet  oblerves,  in  Cranmer’s 
Paper,  fome  fingular  Opinions  of  his  about  eccle- 
fiafliical  Offices  will  be  found. But  it  deferves 
fpecial  Notice,  that  as  this  Hiftorian  goes  on  to 
inform  us,  afterwards  he  changed  his  Opinion. 
For  he  fubferibed  the  Book  that  was  foon  after 
let  out  \jhe  Erudition]  which  is]*  (the  very  thing 
that  Collier  affirmed  of  it)  direclly  contrary  to 
thofe  Opinions  fet  down  in  thefe  Papers'*".’’ 

As^  a  farther  Proof  that  Cranmer  altered  his 
Opinion  foon  afterwards^  it  was  alledged,  on  the 
Authority  of  Dodor  Durel,  that  he  fubferibed  to 
the  T^o  Opinions  of  Dr.  Leighton,  in  thefe  very 
Papers,  that  were  favourable  to  Epifcopacy.  That 
Author  fiys,  that  upon  examining  the  original 

Manufeript^ 

and  yet,  on  fome  Occafions,  not  to  fpeak  plainly,  is  an  In- 
jury  to  the  Caufe  of  Truth,  and  Injuftice  to  the  Public.  The 
Author  of  this  farther  Defence  is  thus  unluckily  iit;uated. 
He  is  fenfible  of  the  Duty  he  owes  to  Truth,  and  to  the 
Public  ;  at  the  fame  Time,  he  wifhes  not  to  be  wanting  in 
that  Charity,  which  “  hopeth  all  Things,  endureth  all 
“  Things.”  It  pains  him  to  entertain  a  hard  Thought,  or 
to  fpeak  a  harlh  Word,  oT  any  Man  ;  and  yet  he  fometimes 
finds  both  to  be  unavoidable,  when  thinking  and  fpeaking 
of  a  Man,  who  is  in  high  Eftimation  with  many  People,  and 
whofe  Character  he  greatly  refpe^led,  at  the  Commencement 
of  this  Controverfy.  In  this  critical  Situation,  ^s  he  knows 
the  great  Danger  of  adling  improperly,  he  will  be  upon  his 
Guard  ;  and  he  hopes  to  meet  with  that  Candor,  which  is 
not  extreme  to  mark  what,  in  fuch  Circumflances,  may  b© 
done  amifs.  ^ 

f  Hif,  Ref  Vol.I,  p.  289. 
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Manufcript^  he  found  T’h.  Cantuarienfis  fubfcribed  to 
both  *,  which  is  omitted,  either  negligently  or  un¬ 
accountably,  in  Bifhop  Burnet’s  Copy.  1  he  Doc¬ 
tor  objedls  to  the  Evidence  of  Durel,  which^  fays 
he,  p.  42,  is  no  Evidence  at  all^  if  Mr,  Boyfe  may 
he  believed,,  who  /peaks  of  him  as  an  Author  too 
notorious  for  his  many  Falfehoods  and  mif- 
takes  in  this  Kind  to  be  depended  on.”  But 
fome  have  given  the  fame  Character  of  Mr.  Boyfe 
himfelf.  Be  that  as  it  may,  Dr.  Durel’s  Charader 
is  not  to  be  taken  from  Mr.  Boyfe,  nor  from  any 
other  Writer  againft  Epifcopacy.  He  had  faid  and 
done  too  much  in  Favour  of  it,  to  expeft  fair 
Treatment  from  fuch  as  oppofe  it.  He  had  Ihewn 
that  this  Form  of  Government  was  held  in  high 
Veneration  by  all  the  reformed  Churches  abroad  ; 
that  the  Church  of  England  was  greatly  com¬ 
mended  and  honoured  by  them  for  eftablifhing  it ; 
and  that  the  Englifh  Diffenters  were  utterly  con¬ 
demned  by  them  for  difobeying  and  rejeding  it. 
For  this  he  was  treated,  in  his  Life  Time,  with 
the  grolTeft  Scurrility  by  Hickman,  and  plentifully 
abufed  by  Dr.  du  Moulin ;  but  it  ought  not  to  be 
forgotten  that  the  latter  of  thefe  Writers  had  the 
Grace  to  repent  of  this  Condud,  and  retrad  it,  in 
his  “  LAST  Words.”  Some  People  fince  have  co¬ 
pied  his  Abufe,  but  not  his  Repentance.  Durel 
was  well  known  in  almoft  all  the  reformed  Churches 
in  Europe.  In  fome  of  them  he  received  Prefer¬ 
ment,  and  might  have  received  it  in  others  ;  and 
the  many  Letters  ftill  extant,  written  to  him  by 
the  moft  eminent  foreign  Proteftants  of  his  Time, 
demonftrate  that  his  Reputation  was  great,  and 
his  Charader  refpedable.  Having  thus  Ihewn  the 
Credibility  of  this  Witnefs,  it  is  not  doubted  but 
the  candid  will  admit,  upon  his  pofitive  I'eftimo- 

ny. 


1 


62  T  H  E  A  P  P  E  A  L 

ny,  that  the  two  Opinions  of  Dr.  Leighton  were 
actually  confented  to  by  Cranmer,  and  finned 
Cantuarienfis  notwithftanding  the  ntgaHve  Evi^ 
dence  of  Bilhop  Burnet., 

From  that  Time,  viz.  1540,  ‘  I  find  b  this 
‘  great  Reformer  no  Fluftuation  of  Principles  ; 

but  many  Proofs  appear  of  his  fettled  and  Heady 
‘  Belief,  that  BiflMps  are  fuperior  to  Prefbyters,  by< 
ajwftolical  Inftitution*.’  Here-  Reference  was 
particularly  made  to  the  Catechifm  he  publifhed  in- 
*54^,  in  which,  Bifhop  Burnet  who.  had  feen  it 
fays,  “  he  fully  owns  tfce  divine  Inftitution  of  Bi- 
fhops.  To  this  the-  Doctor  replies,  p.  46  ; 
Could  a  Sight  of  this  Catechifm  be  obtained^  it  is 
PROBABLE  it  might  be  m  out  Powct  to  Tsfute-'  whut 
it  here  faid  from  Bifhop,  Burnet.  We  fee,  that 
however  firmly  the  Dodlor  relies  upon  the  Bilhop’s 
negative  Evidence,  when  in  his  Favour,  he  will 
allow  but  little  ^^eight  to  his  poftive  Evidence, 
when  it  makes  againft  him  ;  and  that  he  offers  his 

own  bare  groundlefs  Suppofition,  as  ftifficient-  to. 
confute  it. 

I  AM  not  able  to  obtain  a  Sight  of  that  Cate- 
chifm,  any  more  than  the  Doftor.  It  is  extremely 
fcarce  at  this  Day  however,  fome  Copies  are  ex¬ 
tant,  and  there  is  one,  in  particular,  in  the  Arch- 
bifhop  s  Library  at  Lambeth.  A  Gentleman  of- 
cmincnt  Integrity,  and  whofe  literary  Fame  is  well 
known  both  at  home  and  abroad,  writes,  in  a  Let¬ 
ter  dated  Feb.  16,  1770,  that  he  had  read  this 
Copy  more  than  once,  and  had  made  Extradfs 
frorn  it,  among  which  he  finds  the  following. 
Firll,  it  is  neceffary  to  our  Salvation  to  have 

Preachers 
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“  Preachers  and  Minifters  of  God’s  Word  to  in- 
ftrua  us  in  the  true  Faith  and  Knowledge  of 
God.  Secondly,  that  Preachers  riiuft  not  af- 
“  fume  this  Honour  to  themfelves,  but  mull  be 
ordained  and  appointed  to  this  Office.  For  as 
‘‘  it  is  impoffible  to  be  faved  without  Faith,  and 
we  cannot  believe  without  being  taught  of  o- 
'  thers,  fo  Teachers,  except  they  be  fent^  cannot' 
■«  fruitfully  teach.  For  the  Seed  of  God’s  Word 
“  doth  never  bring  forth  Fruit  unlefs  the  Lord  of 
“  the  Harveft  do  give  Incrcafe,  and  by  his  Holy 
“  Spirit  work  with  the  Sower  :  but  God  doth  not 

work  with  the  Preacher  whom  he  hath  not  fent. _ 

“  To  knowwho  are  fent,  you  are  to  underftand  that 
“  when  our  Lord  Jefus  Chrift  began  to  preach,  he 
called  and  chole  his  1 2  Apoftles  ;  and  afterwards 
befides  thefe  Twelve,  he  lent  forth  Three  Score 
and  Ten  Difciples  and  gave  them  Authority  to 
•“  preach  the  Gofpel.  And  a  little  before  his  Death 
■“  and  Paffion  he  made  his  Prayer  to  his  heavenly 
“  Father  for  them,  and  for  all  thofe  who  Ihould 
believe  through  their  preaching.  John  xvii.— 

“  And  after  Chrift’s  Afcenfion,  the  Apoftles  gave 
“  Authority  to  other  holy  Men  to  minifter  cfod’s 
“  Word.  Where  they  found  Men  fit  to  preach 
“  God’s  Word  they  laid  their  Hands  upon  them 
and  gave  them  the  Holy  Ghoft  as  they  them- 
felves  received  the  fame  Floly  Ghoft  of  Chrift 
to  execute  this  Office.  And  they  that  were  fo 
ordained  were  indeed,  and  alfo  were  called  the 
‘  Minifters  of  God  as  the  Apoftles  themfelves 
‘  were.  And  thus  the  Miniftration  of  God’s 
‘  Word  (which  our  Lord  Jefus  Chrift  himfelf 
‘  did  firft  inftitute)  was  derived  from  the  Apoftles 
‘  1  ime  to  our  Days.  And  this  was  the  Confecra- 
*  tion.  Orders  and  Undion  of  the  Apoftles,  where-  , 
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“  by  they  at  the  Beginning  made  Bifhops  and 
“  Priefts,  and  this  fhall  continue  in  the  Church  to 
“  the  World’s  End.” 

This  PalTagc,  which  is  undoubtedly  a  faithful 
Tranfcript,  is  fufficient  to  prove  Bifhop  Burnet’s 
Aflertion.  For  it  maintains  a  Difference  of  Orders 
by  divine  Injlitution^  between  the  Seventy^  who 
could  only  minifter  the  Word,  and  the  Apofiles^ 
who  could  alfo  appoint  others  ;  and  it  afferts  that 
the  Power,  whereby  Bifliops  and  Priefts  were  ori¬ 
ginally  appointed,  lliall  continue  to  the  End  of  the 
World,  I  ftiall  make  no  farther  Remarks  upon 
it ;  the  curious  Reader  can  examine  the  Paflage  at 
his  Leifure. 

It  was  mentioned  as  a  farther  Proof  that  when 
Cranmer  had  once  fettled  his  ecclehaftical  Princi¬ 
ples,  he  fteadily  adhered  to  them  ;  that  in  his  Ser¬ 
mon,  of  the  Authority  of  the  Keys^  publifhed  to¬ 
gether  with  his  Catechifrn^  ^  his  Notions  of  Epif- 
‘  copacy  and  Church-Government  are  fo  high, 
^  that  even  the  high-flying  Dr.  Hicks  reprinted  it 
at  large,  in  his  Preface  to,  the  divine  Right  of 
Epifcopacy  aftertedf"  The  Dodor  replies  : 
^his  Sermon  is^  I  conclude^  the  very  one  repaired  to 
hy  Mr.  Drury  in  Order  to  prove  that  Cranmer  re- 
tradied  his  Opinion  about  Bifhops  and  Priefls  ;  to 
whom  Mr.  Boyfe  replies^  the  Paflage  he  has  cited 
in  this  Sermon  no  Way  aflerts  Priefts  and  Bi- 
fhops  to  be  at  the  Biginning  two  diftind  Orders.” 
So  then  *,  the  Sermon,  it  feems,  does  not  prove 
the  Point  for  which  it  is  alledged,  becaufe  a  parti¬ 
cular  Paflage  in  the  Sermon  does  not  prove  it ;  and 
that  PalTage  does  not  prove  it,  becaufe  Mr.  Boyfe 
fays  it  does  not.  But  any  one,  who  is  acquainted 
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with  Dr.  Hicks’s  Charafter  and  Writings,  innft 
know  that  he  .was  as  good  a  Judge,  in  this  Cafe, 
as  Mr.  Boyfe  *,  and  his  Inducennent  to  publifli  the 
Sermon,  if  it  made  not  for  his  Purpofe,  furely 
was  not  equal  to  Mr.  Boyfe’s  Temptation,  after  it 
was  publiflied^  to  fay  that  it  was  not  for  his  Pur- 
pole,  when  it  really  was. 

The  Do£lor  after  denying  that  the  Reformed 
Church  of  England  was  originally  epifcopal,  had 
faid,  in  the  Words  of  Mr.  J.  Owen,  that  the  Doc¬ 
trine  of  Epiicopacy,  as  now  contended  for,  was 
'  FIRST  promoted  in  the  Church  of  England  by 
Archbifliop  Laud.^’  It  was  anfwered  :  ^  There 
^  may  indeed  be  fome  fecret  Meaning  in  the  Word 
‘  promoted^  which  I  do  not  comprehend  ;  but  until 
‘  it  be  unfolded,  I  muft  take  the  Liberty  to  believe, 
that  the  national  Eftablilhment  of  this  Doftrine, 

‘  again^  and  again,  and  making  it  a  fundamental 
‘  Principle  of  the  Reformation,  was  doing  fome- 
^  thing  to  promote  itL’  In  his  Reply,  p."'48,  he 
thus  explains  himfelf :  Archhifloop  Laud,  without 
all  Doubt,  was  the  'firji---in  Oppo/ition  to  any  nati¬ 
onal  Eftahlijlment,  or  its  being  at  all  a  Principle, 
much  lefs  a  fundamental  one  of  the  Reformation, 
that  openly  ajferted  and  pleaded  for  the  Dohlrine, 
T^\\\s>^Refponje  is  more  oracular  and  myfterious  than 
the  former.  If  the  Reader  can  underftand  fuch 
Language,  I  am  free  to  coniels,  that  he  has  more 
Sagacity  tnan  falls  to  my  Lot.  Laud  never  afkat- 
ed  and  pleaded  for  this  Dodrine  in  Oppo/ition  to 
any  national  Eftablifliment,  but  in  Conformity  with 
our  own,  as  he  provied  at  his  Trial  y,  I  laid  not 

K  '  that 

*  The  Appeal  defended,  p.  32. 

il  See  the  Kiftory  t  f  his  Troubles  and  Tryal.  by  Whar¬ 
ton,  p.  376. 
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that  he  pleaded  for  the  apoftolical  Inftitutlon  of 
Epifcopacy,  as  a  fundamental  Principle  of  the 
Church  of  England,  which  I  know  not  that  he 
ever  did,  in  fo  many  Words';  but  what  I  faid  was, 
that  its  having  been  eftabliflied  as  fuch,  proves 
that  it  had  been  promoted  before  his  Time,  But  I 
will  not  enlarge.  As  I /underftand  not  this  con- 
fufed  Sentence,  I  may  miftake  its  Meaning,  or  give 
it  a  Meaning  where  it  has  none. 

It  was  farther  anfwered,  that  ^  if  the  Meaning 
‘  of  the  Word  promoted^  be,  that  none  before  Arch- 
^  bifhop  Laud  contended  for  the  Superiority  of 
Bifliops  over  Prefbyters,  by  divine  Appointment, 

*  in  their  Writings^  I  muft  ftill  deny  it  ;  as  I  am 
‘  able  to  produce  abundant  Evidence  to  the  con- 
‘  trary.’  This,  I  believe,  was  Part,  if  not  the 
whole,  of  the  Do6lor’s  original  Meaning ;  and  I 
proved  his  Miftake,  by  producing  m'any  Authors 
before  Laud,  that  contended  for  this  Dodtrine  in 
their  Writings.  He  now  half  confeffes  his  Miftake, 
by  faying  that  for  this  Aflertion  he  depended  upon 
the  Authority  of  Mr.  J.  Owen.  I  advife  him  to 
be  more  careful  for  the  future,  upon  what  Authors 
he  puts  his  Dependence  ;  for  fome  of  them,  if 
trufted  too  freely,  will  bring  one  into  Trouble. 
The  Dodlor  comforts  himfelf  however,  that,  in  the 
prefent  Cafe,  his  Miftake  is  but  trifling.  Of  what 
great  Importance  is  itj  fays  he,  whether  he  (Laud) 
was  the  firji^  fecond^  third  or  fourth  that  contended 
for  this  hoElrine  ?  In  his  former  Pamphlet  he  urged 
it  as  a  Point  of  great  Importance.  This  brought 
on  the  Difpute,  whether  the  Fadl  was  as  he  affer- 
ted  it.  In  this  Difpute,  fnch  as  it  is,  the  only 
Queftion  was,  whether  Laud  in  Reality  was  the 
firft  that  maintained  the  Dodrine,  or  not.  If  he 
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was  the  fecond  only,  he  could  not  be  the  firft,  in 
the  Senfe  of  the  Queftion.  So  plain  a  Cafe  has 
but  little  need  of  llluftration :  However,,  let  us 
fuppofe  the  Dodlor  had  afferted  that  Lord  Anfon 
was  the  firft  that  had  failed  round  the  Globe,  and 
had  in  lifted  upon  it  as  a  Matter  of  great  Confe- 
quence  •,  and  that  another  had  taken  him  up  upon 
this  Point,  and  ftiewn^,  from  the  beft  Authorities, 
that  Drake,  Cavendifli.  and  many  others  had  en- 
compafted  the  Globe  long  before  him  Would  it 
have  been  deemed  a  juft  Reply  if  he  had  faid,  it  is 
a  Matter  of  no.  Importance,  whether  Anfon  was  the 
firft,  fecond,  third  or  fourth  ?  Although  this  might 
be  faid  perhaps  truly,  yet  it  could  not  be  faid  pro¬ 
perly,  with  Reference  to  a  Debate  where  it  was  the 
only  Point  in  Queftiom.  ' 

The  Perfons  introdliced  as  prior  to  Laud  in  af- 
ferting  the  divine  Right  of  Epifcopacy,  were 
•PFhitgift  (under  the  Patronage  of  Archbifhop  Par¬ 
ker  and  Bifliop  Cooper,)  Bancroft,  Hutton,  Bilfon, 
Hooker  and  Saravia.  This  Lift  might  have  been 
eafily  enlarged,  but  it  was  thought  fufEcient  •,  and 
it  was  clearly  proved,  that  they  all  contended  for 
the  divine  Right  of  Epifcopacy.  Dr.  Chauncy 
fays  in  Reply  :  "They  were^  it  is  trite.,  Epifccpalians 
on  the  Foot  of  divine  Right.,  in  a  qualified,  mi¬ 
tigated  Senfe  \  but  not  in  the  Senfe  in  which 
and  the  Do  Ft  or  plead  for  this  Right,  p.  49.  This 
Gentleman  has  the  beft  Knack  I  have  ever  met 
with,  of  fhifting  for  himfelf,,  and  repairing  his 
Loffes.  After  having  been  obliged  to  give  up  the 
Point  in  Difpute  here,  and  to  allov/  that  the  above- 
mentioned  Perfons  were  Epifcopalians  on  the  hoot 
of  a  divine  Right.,  contrary  to  what  he  had  ftrenu- 
oufliy  infifted  upon  as  a  Matter  of  Importance  ;  he 
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gets  a  Reinforcement  from  Stephen  Lob,  or  fome 
other  Author  of  an  anonymous  Pamphlet,  and  re¬ 
turns  Vvdth  his  Diilindions,  and  explains  away  his 
Conceffion— by  faying  that  the  divine  Right  for 
which  thole  Epifcopalians  contended,,  was  not  a 
divine  Right  properly,  but  a  divine  Right  in  a 
qualified^  mitigated  Senfe.  Hov/  many  Sorts  of  di¬ 
vine  Right  there  are  in  his  Opinion,  and  what  De¬ 
gree  of  Mitigation  he  intended,  he  ought  to  have 
told  us  ;  roi  It  is  in  vain  to  difpute  with  him,  with¬ 
out  underftanding  his  Diftinftions. 

He  attempts  not  to  fliew  that  the  Principles  of 
Plutton,  Billon  and  Saravia  were  milreprelented  ; 
but  what  was  faid  to  prove  that  Whitgift,  Bancroft 
and  Hooker  believed  and  maintained  the  divine 
Right  of  Epifcopacy,  he  confronts  with  Evidence 
brought  in  by  Stephen  Eob,  tending  to  prove,  in 
his  Opinion,  that  they  v/ere  Epifcopalians,  not  of 
the  iirfi:  Rate  like /Laud,  but  in  a  qualified^  miti^ 
gated  Senfe,  ^  The  firfr  of  thefe  V/riters  is  quoted, 
p.  50,  as  difLinguiiliing  between  Things  that  are 
fo  necejfary  that  without  them  we^  cannot  he  favedy 
and  fuch  as  are  fo  nece£ary  that  without  them  we 

ENiENTLY  he  faved  \  and 
then  faying  that  it  is  only  by  this  fecond  Kind  of 
Neceflity,  that  Qovernment,  or  any  particular 
Form  of  it,  is  necclTary  for  the  Church.  But  this, 
which  is  given  as  the  Opinion  of  Whitgift,  by  no 
Means  implies,  that  he  thought  Epifcopacy  not  to 
be  of  apoftolicai  Inftitution— much  lefs,  that  he 
thought  Men  might  depart  from  it  without  evi¬ 
dent  Ncceility— and  leaf:  of  all,  that  they  w^ere 
at  Liberty  to  fet  up  a  Form  of  ecclefiallical  Go¬ 
vernment  in  Oppofition  to  it.  Nor  does  it  contra- 
did  the  Declaration  he  made  to  Beza  in  the  fol- 

lowinrr 
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lowing  Words  :  “  We  make  no  Doubt  but  that 
the  epifcopal  Degree,  is  an  Inftitution  apofto-  ' 
lical  and  divine,  and  fo  always  hath  been  held 
by  a  continual  Courfe  of  Times  from  the  Apo- 
files  to  this  very  Age  of  ours.”  I  know  of  no 
Epifcopalians  that  efteem  any  Form  of  ecclefiafti- 
cal  Government  to  be  fo  abfolutely  neceffary,  that 
without  it  we  cannot  he  faved.  Even  Laud  him- 
felf,  who  was  an  Epifcopalian  of  the  firfi  Rate, 
was  not  of  this  Opinion.  Lie  treated  the  foreign 
Proteftant  Churches,  that  were  without  epifcopal 
Government  as  Members  of  the  fame  Body  v/ith 
the  Church  of  England,  and  maintained  with  theni- 
a  friendly  Correfpondence.  See  his  Letter  irt 
‘^1639,  ^he  Swifs  Divines  in  the  Pr^Jiantium 
tc  Yirorum  Epiftol^^  Ep.  552,  where  they  are  caL 
led  by  him  Confratres  mei  charijjimi :  And  of 
“  their  Letter  to  him  he  faith,  it  vjas  agreeable  to 
him  on  a  double  Account^  as  it  was  theirs^  and  ex- 
horting  to  Chrijiian  Peace.  Such  Men  ought  they 
to  be  who  are  Members  of  the  fame  Body.,  and 
who  believe  and  profefs  the  Communion  of  Saints. 
And  in  1625,  he  writes  to  Voffius  with  great 
Mildnefs  and  Concern  for  the  whole  reformed 
Church,  and  for  Peace  among  Divines,  in  Ep. 
471.  And  he  faith  to  him  in  1633,  a  mere 
Invention  that  the  Ejtgliflo  Bifbops  defined  to  ex- 
‘‘  tend  their  furifdi Elion  over  the  foreign  proteftant 
Churches :  A  Ihing  which  they  never  fo  much  as 
dreamed  , 

What  has  been  obferved  hitherto,  is  on  the 
Suppofition  that  Whitgift  fpoke  in  -the  Senfe  in 
which  the  Doftor  underftands  him.  But  upon  a 

clofer 

*  The  Second  Letter  to  the  Author  of  the  ConfeJfiGnaU 
p.  183. 
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clofer  Examination  I  believe  it  will  be  found,  that 
he  had  no  particular  Reference  to  Epifcopacy,  iri 
the  PalTagcs  quoted.  When  he  ufed  thofeExpref- 
fions,  he  was  combating  a  known  Nlaxim  of  many 
of  the  Puritans,  viz.  That  every  Thing  relating 
to  the  Government  or  Difciplinc  of  the  Chufch,  or 
to  public  Worfliip,  that  is  not  clearly  exprelTed  in 
Scripture,  is  unlawful.  This  was  one  of  the  Pil¬ 
lars,  on  which  their  famous  Admonition  to  the  Par¬ 
liament^  was  ereiS-ed,  rotten  as  it  wasf.  Neal,  their 
Pliftorian  and  Advocate,  tells  us,  that  “  Mr.  Cart- 
‘‘  wright  maintained  that  the  holy  Scriptures  were' 
“  not  only  a  Standard  of  Dodirine,  hut  of  Difcipline 
“  and  Government ;  and  that  the  Church  of  Chriji 
“  in  all  Ages  was  to  be  regulated  by  them.  He  was 
“  therefore  for  confulting  his  Bible  only^  and  for 
“  reducing  all  Things  as  near  as  poffible  to  the 
“  apoftolic  Standard  §.”  In  confuting  this  Princi¬ 
ple,  as  it  was  applied  by  the  Puritans,  Whitgift 
might  have  faid  :  “  There  is  no  certain  Kind  of 
“  Government  or  Difcipline,  prefcribed  to  the 
“  Church  ;  but  that  the  fame  may  be  altered  as 
“  the  Profit  of  the  Churches  requires.— I  do  deny, 
“  that  the  Scriptures  do  let  down  any  one  certain 
“  Kind  of  Government  in  the  Church  to  be  perpc- 
“  tual,  for  all  Times,' Perfons  and  Places  without 

Alteration  I  fay,  he  might  have  ufed  thefe 
and  the  like  Expreffions,  fpeaking  in  the  Senfe  of 
the  Puritans,  and  yet  have  believed  the  Doctrine 
of  Epifcopacy  in  as  high  a  Senfe  as  Laud  himfelf 
did. 

I 

To  prove  that  Bancroft  was  not  epifcopal,  on 
the  tooting  of  a  divine  Right,  except  in  a  jlW/- 

f  Strype’s  Life  of  Parker,  p.  362. 

§  liiilory  of  the  Puritans ^  Vol  L  p.  231,  DuP  Edit, 
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Jied^  mitigated  Senfc,  and  that  he  allowed  Ordination 
by  Prejhyters  to  he  valid^  the  Doctor,  in  p.  51, 
mentions  the  Cafe  of  the  three  Scots  Prelby ters 
who  were  conlecrated  Bifliops  with  his  Confcnt;, 
without  any  previous  Ordinations  by  the  Impofi- 
tion  of  epifcopal  Hands.  This  Cafe  he  had  men¬ 
tioned  in  his  former  Pamphlet  with  the  like  View  ; 
and  it  was  faid,  in  Anfwer,  that  thofe  Perfons  were 
immediately  confecrated  Bifhops  on  this  Principle, 
‘  that  the  epifcopal  Charafter,  as  it  included  thofe 
‘  of  a  Prefbyter  and  a  Deacon,  might  be  conveyed 
^  by  a  fingle  Confccration,  as  in  the  Cafe  of  Am- 
‘  brofe  and  Neftarius.’  He  nov/  replies,  as  this 
is  rejled  on  no  other  Proof  than  the  DoPtoP s  own 
Affirmation^  it  ought  to  be  confidered  as  nothing. 
Experience  has  taught  me  not  to  ^be  furprifed,  in 
this  Controverfy,  at  the  moft  unexpected  and  ex¬ 
traordinary  Alfertions  •,  and  therefore  I  can,  with 
the  utmoft  Calmnefs,  afilire  the  Reader,  that  Vv^hat 
is  here  faid  to  be  rejled  on  no  other  Proof  than  my 
own  Affirmation^  was  refted  altogether  on  other  Evi¬ 
dence  ;  and  that  Collier’s  Ecclefiaftical  Hijlory^ 
Voi.  II.  p.  701,  and  Grey’s  Anfwer  to  Peirce^  p. 
143,  were  particularly  quoted  for  this  Account,  as 
any  one  may  fee,  upon  turning. to  the  Appeal  de¬ 
fended^  p.  46,  47.  If  Spotfv/ood  gives  a  different 
Account  of  this  Affair,  it  only  follows  that  it  is 
a  difputed  Cafe  ;  and  it  is**  a  much  fairer  Method  to 
judge  of  Bancroft’s  Principles  by  what  he  clearly 
fays  in  his  Writings,  than  from  the  doubtful  Evi¬ 
dence  of  a  difputed  FaCt.  Every  Man  muft  be 
fuppofed  beft  to  know  his  own  Principles ;  and  his 
own  Declaration  muft  be  the  beft  Proof  of  what 
Doctrines  he  believes.  Let  the  Reader  then  attend 
to  Bancroft  himfelf  explaining  his  own  Principles, 

relating  to  this  Head,  and  placing  tliem  as  the  F oim  - 

datioji 
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dation  of  his  capital  Work.  »  As  God  himfelf,  lays 
he,  appointed  an  Inequality  amongfl;  the  Prieils 
of  the  Old  Teftament:  As  in  Chrift’s 

the  Jpofiles  were  fuperior  to  the  Seventy 
Dilciples:  As  the  Apoftles,  when  the  Gofpel 
^  began  to  Ipread  itfelf,  appointed  fundry  iSimo- 
^  t rotes  and  Titujes^  to  govern  the  Churches  in 
divers  Countries  and  Territories:  As  all  the 
eccleficiftical  Hiftories  do  record  the  Superiority 
of  Bijhops^  and  do  fet  down  the  Catalogues  of 
many  of  them,  and  which  of  the  Apoftles  and 
apoft'olical  Bifnops,  and  in  what  Cities  and 
Countries,  they  fucceeded :  As  all  the  ancient 
general  Councils,  and  all  the  antient  and  godly 
‘‘  learned  leathers  have  allowxd  of  Biftiops,  and 
of  their  Superiority  over  the  reft  of  the  Clergy  : 
As  Biftiops  have  been  accounted  generally 
throughout  the  World,  to  be  the  Apoftles  Suc- 
celTors,  and  have  continued  in  the  Church  ever 
fince  the  Apoftles  Time  :  As  there  was  never 
any  one  of  all  the  ancient  Fathers,  nor  any  learn- 
ed  Men  for  1500  Years,  but  Aerius  the  Here¬ 
tic,  that  ever  held  that  there  ought  to  be  no 
Difference  betwhxt  aBiftiop  anda  Prieft,  &cA”— 
Therefore,  we  may  fairly  conclude,  Bancroft,, 
who  believed  all  this,  was  an  Epifcopaliayi  on  the 
Foot  of  a  divine  Rights  without  any  Qualification 
or  Mitigation. 

I  WILL  not  detain  the  Reader  with  a  particular 
Defence  of  Hooker,  as  being  epifcopal  in  the 
Senfe  of  the  Appeal.  ^  His  immortal  Work  the 
‘  Ecckfiafttcal  Polity'  is  in  many  Hands,  and  his 
I  iinciples  are  well  known.  As  to  the  PafTac^es 

o 

quoted 

*  Sur^^ey  of  the  pretended  holy  Difcipline,  p.  143,  apud 
Maddox. 
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quoted  to  prove  the  contrary,  they  were  in  Anfwer 
to  the  above-mentioned  Maxim  of  the  Puritans, 
as  is  evident  from  the  whole  third  Book :  and  there¬ 
fore  what  has  been  faid  in  the  Cafe  of  Whitgift,  is 
equally  applicable  to  Hookeri  In  other  Places, 
where  he  has  no  immediate  Reference  to  that  Con- 
troverfy,  he  clearly  and  ftrongly  exprefles  his  Be¬ 
lief  of  the  divine  Inftitution  and  Obligation  of  e- 
pifcopal  Government.  A  Bifhop,  fays  he,  is  a 
Minifter  of  God^  unto  whom  with  permanent 
Continuance^  there  is  given  not  only  Power  of 
adminiftering  the  Word  and  Sacraments,  which 
Power  other  Prefbyters  have ;  but  alfo  a  far- 
ther  Power  to  ordain  ecclefiaftical  Perfons,  and 
a  Power  of  Chiefty  in  Government  over  Prefby- 
ters  as  well  as  Laymen,  a  Power  to  be  by  Way 
of  Jurifdiftion,  a  P  aft  or  even  to  Paftors  them- 
“  felvesfP  Again  That  fo  (i,  e.  as  the  Ordi- 
nance  of  God)”  the  ancient  Fathers  did  think 
of  epifcopal  Regiment ;  that  they  held  this 
Order  as  a  Thing  received  from  the  blejfed 
Apoftles  themfelveSj  and  authorifed  even  from  Hea- 
ven^  we  may  perhaps  more  eafily  prove,  than 
obtain  that  they  all  fhall  grant  it  when  they  fee 
‘‘  it  proved J.”  And  he  conclqdes  the  ^  Seftion 
with  thefe  memorable  Words  :  “  Wherefore  let 
“  us  not  fear  to  be  herein  hold  and  peremptory^  that 
“  if  any  Thing  in  the  Church’s  Government, 
“  furely  the  jirft  Inftitution  of  Bifhops  was  from 
“  Heaven^  was  even  of  God\  the  Holy  Ghoft  was 
“  the  Author  of  itP 

The  Doctor  had  alfo  argued  that  Reordination 
was  not  pra^iifed  in  the  Church  of  England  before 

I.  the 

t  Eccleftaftical  Polity.  Lib.  vii.  Sscl,  2, 

I  Ibid,  Sed.  5. 
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the  rime  of  ArchbiAop  Laud.  This  occafioned 
the  Cafe  to  be  fully  confidered  and  fairly  ftated,  as 
niay  be  feen  in  the  Appeal  defended,  p.  42.  Among 
other  Things  I  faid,  that  it  was  an  eftablifhed  Law 
from  the  very  Beginning  of  Qiieen  Elizabeth^ 
Reign,  that  none  Ihould  be  admitted  as  lawful  Mi- 
nifters  in  the  Church  of  England  without  cpifcopal 
Ordination  ;  ufing  the  very  Words  of  the  Preface  to 
the  Ordinal,  and  meaning  the  Abt  of  Uniformity 
which  elcabliihed  the  Booh  of  Common-Prayer 
and  all  that  it  contained.  The  Dodlor  replies,  p. 
55i  It  faid  in  direS  Contradiction  to  the  Acl  of 
13  Elizabeth  •,  from  which  he  gives  an  imperfeft 
and  unfair  Extraft,  that  it  may  furnifh  him  with  a 
Pretence  of  faying  fomething  in  Oppofition  to  me. 
That  one  Aft  of  that  Reign  was  contradiftory  to 
another,  without  a  Defign  of  repealing  it,  ought 
not  to  be  fuppofed  without  good  Evidence  and  it 
is  not  denied,  that  the  Eftablilhment  I  refered  to 
was  made.  But  it  might  much  more  plaufibly 
have  been  objefted,  after  the  Example  of  Biflrop 
Bonner,  that  the  Aft  of  Uniformity,  although  it 
in  general  eftablillied  the  Book  of  Common-Prayer, 
yet  took  no  particular  Notice  of  the  Ordinal,  which 
iTiany  of  our  Afts  of  Parliament  diftinguilli  as  a 
different  Book.  However,  could  it  be  proved  that 
the  Preface  to,  or  other  Parts  of,  the  Ordinal  re¬ 
ceived  no  legal  Force  from  the  Aft  of  Uniformity ; 
yet  it  had  the  Support  of  Art.  xxxvi.  in  1562  5  and 
there  was  an  Aft  in  the  8th  of  Elizabeth.,  that  par¬ 
ticularly  injoined,  “  that  fuch  Order  and  Form  for  * 
“  the  Confecration  of  Archbifhops  and  Biflrops, 
“  and  for  the  making  of  Priefts,  Deacons  and  Mi- 
“  nifters,  as  was  fet  forth  in  the  Time  of  the  late 
“  King  Edward  the  Sixth,  and  authorifed  by  Par- 
“  liament  in  the  Fifth  and  Sixth  Years  of  the  faid 

late 
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“  late  King,  lliall  ftand,  and  be  in  full  Force  and 
“  Effedt,  and  fliall  from  henceforth,  be  ufed  and 
“  obferved  in  all  Places  within  the  Realm,  and 
“  other  the  Queen’s  Majefty’s  Dominions  and 

Countries”  *. 

That  the  Reader  may  judge,  whether  what  is 
here  ordered  was  repealed,  or  contradidled,  or  con¬ 
travened  by  the  Doftor’s  Adi;  of  1 3  Elizabeth,  I 
will  give  an  Extradl  of  fo  much  of  that  Adt  as 
relates  to  the  Subjedl  before  us,  fupplying  the 
material  Omiffions  in  his  Qiiotation  of  the  fame 
PaiTage,  which,  that  they  may  be  diftinguilhed,  are 
printed  in  Italics.  “  Be  it  enadfed — that  every  Per- 
“  fon  under  the  Degree  of  a  Bifliop,  which  doth 
“  or  fhall  pretend  fo  be  a  Prieft,  or  Minifter  of 
“  God’s  holy  Word  and  Sacraments,  by  Reafon 
“  of  any  other  Form  of  Inftitutlon,  Confecration 
“  or  ordering,  than  the  Form  fet  forth  by  Parlia- 
“  ment  in  the  Time  of  the  late  King— or  now 
“  ufed  in  the  Reign  of  our  moft  gracious  fovereign. 
“  Lady,  before  the  Feajl  of  the  Nativity  of  Chrift 
“  next  following,  fhall  in  the  Prefence  of  the  Bi- 
“  fhop— declare  his  AlTent,  and  fubferibe  to  all 
“  the  Articles  of  Religion— and  lhall  bring  from 
“  fuch  Bilhop — in  writing,  under  his  Seal  authen- 
“  tic  a  Teftimonial  of  fuch  Affent  and  Subferip- 
“  tion— upon  Pain  that  every  fuch  Perfon  which 
“  fhall  not  before  the  faid  Fe'aft  do  as  is  appointed, 
“  fhall  be  (ipfo  Fadlo)  deprived:]'.”  The  Dodtor 
fays  that  this  Adt,  meaning  this  particular  Claufe 
of  it,  continued  in  Force  till  Charles  II  whereas 
it  is  evident,  beyond  Contradidtion,  from  the 
Words  he  endeavoured  to  conceal,  that  it  was  to 

L  %.  have 

^  Gibfons’j  Codexy  p.  310. 

1  See  Cod(x!p  p.  32^^  Sparrows  Colle^lion,  p.  118^ 


.VJ  ' 


f6  THE  APPEAL 

have  no  Force,  and  could  have  none,  after  the 
Feaft  of  the  Nativity  of  Chrifl:  next  following’* 
the  Time  of  its  palTing.  He  alfo  fays  /V  is  a  full 
Proof  that  it  was  not  her  (Queen  Elizabeth's)  Ofi- 
nion  that  Ordination  was^  by  divine  appointment^ 
appropriated  to  Bifhops  in  Dijlinbiion  from  Prejbyters^ 
fo  that  Ordination  by  Prefbyters  only  was  invalid : 
Whereas  there  is  no  Appearance  of  its  having  any 
Relation  to  the  Validity,  or  Invalidity,  of  Ordina¬ 
tion  by  Prefbyters.  The  Defign  of  it  was  chiefly 
to  provide  for  fuch  Clergymen,  as  had  received 
epifcopal  Ordination  according  to  the  popilh  Or¬ 
dinal,  in  the  Reign  of  Queen  Mary  s  with  a  farther 
View  to  fuch  as  might  have  received,  what  was 
efteemed  a  valid.  Ordination  abroad.  But  what 
was  efleemed  a  valid  Ordination,  is  neither  faid 
nor  implied.  The  Aft  does  not  provide  that  all^ 
who  had  received  any  Kind  of  Ordination,  other- 
wife  than  by  the  eftabliflied  Ordinal,  fhould  be  made 
capable  of  holding  i  Preferment ;  but  that  none, 
ordained  otherwife,  without  qualifying  themfelves 
in  the  Manner  prefcribed,  fhould  be  admitted  as 
fuch.  Whether  thofe  ordained  by  foreign  Pro- 
teflants,  where  NecelTity,  not  Choice,  made  it 
impofiible  to  have  epifcopal  Ordination,  were 
(qualified  to  hold  Benefices)  this  Aft  doth  not 
‘‘  fay.  And  fnppofing  the  firfl  Paragraph’  be  un- 
derftood  to  indulge  fuch  till  the  Chriftmas  fol- 
lowing,  upon  fubfcribing,  and  after  that  Period 
“  to  refufe  them  :  On  this  fuppofition,  the  Rejeftion 
being  perpetual,  and  the  Indulgence  only  for 
a  fhort  Term,  the  Aft  is  rather  againft  the 
foreign  proteftant  Ordination,  as  not  valid  in 
this  ChurcKf And  confequently,  however 
Whittingham  might  have  availed  himfelf  of  the 
f  *  Indulgence^ 

f  Second  laur  to  the  Author  of  the  iS-* 
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Indulgence,  Travers,  who  was  too  late,  could  re¬ 
ceive  no  Benefit  from  the  A£t. 

The  Subjeft  of  the  King’s  Supremacy  was  the 
next  in  Courfe  ;  but  as  the  Doftor  choofes  to  con- 
fider  it  in  another  Place,  I  lhall  not  objeft,  as  I 
am  not  difpofed  to  contend  with  him  for  Trifles. 
He  gives  here,  p.  57,  an  Extraft  from  Burn’s  Ec- 
clefiafiical  Law^  under  the  Title  Supremacy which, 
without  being  firft  garbled  according  to  his  ufual  . 
Manner,  he  knew  could  not  anfwer  his  Purpofe  ; 
of  which  I  fhall  take  no  farther  Notice. 

^  Should  it  now  be  afked,  what  is  all  this  to  the 
^  Bufinefs  of  an  American  Epifcopate  ?  My  Anfwer 
^  is,  I  know  not,  but  perhaps  Dr.  Chauncy  does.* 
This  Obfervation  was  made  in  the  Appeal  defendedy 
after  I  had  rambled  from  the  main  Point  50  or  60 
Pages  in  Purfuit  of  my  Opponent,  who  ought,  if 
any  one,  to  have  been  able  to  affign  fufficient  Rea- 
fons  for  it,  as  he  alone  was  the  Caufe  of  the  Devi-r 
ation.  It  was*  my  Bufinefs,  as  Matters  were 
circumftanced,  to  attend  upon  him  through  all  his 
Aberrations  ;  and  Duty  required  me,  as  well  as  I 
could,  to  defend  the  Church  of  England  againfl 
all  his  Attacks,  which  I  had  very  undefignedly 
occafioned.  The  fame  Obfervation  I  have  too  much 
Reafon  to  repeat,  at  this  Time.  I  have  been  long 
prefling  forward,  but  have  not  yet  been  able  to 
come  to  the  main  Point  in  Difpute.  This  I  again 
lay  to  his  Charge  *,  as  by  the  Introduftion  of  Eer- 
dina7td  Shaw^  and  Stephen  Lob^  and  his  old  Reprint^ 
and  his  new  DiJlinbiionSy  he  has  brought  not  only 
upon  me,  but  alfo  upon  the  Reader,  much  need- 
lefs  Trouble, 


7^  the  appeal 

What  was  intended  as  Proof  of  the  Neceffitv 
of  an  uninterrupted  Succeffion  of  Officers  in  til 

V  Appeal  defended, 

k-^!a'  Doftor  allows  v/hat  was  faid  on  the 

p.  58  ;  but  then  he 
contend,  that  it  is  no  Proof  of  the  Point,  becaufe 

“Pori  ^  bad  Foundation.  For  I  had 
taken  for  granted,  that  Authority,  if  conveyed  medi^ 
^ATELY,  muft  he  conveyed  by  pzKsotiAL  Succession 

which  ought,  It  feems,  firft  to  have  been  proved’ 

3  ^.^^^^JT^rehm-itis  the  Opinion 

f  the  non-eptfcopahan  Colonifts,  that  the  Power  of 

perpetuating  the  Mmtftration  of  the  Word  and  Gofpell 

r,-  fo  lodged  with  the  Chrijlian  Churches, 
t,  whenever  the  Cafe  requiresit,  they  can  begin  a 
Succeffion  dc  novo,  which  Succeffiton  will  be-  as  truly 
•vefted  with  Authority  from  Chrijl,  as  if  it  had  bein 
tmm.erruptedly  handed  down  from  the  Apoftles  And 

I  Opinion,. 

<?pnr  f  ^1,  Time  in  inquiring  whether  the 
Senle  of  xht  non-epifcopalian  Colonifts  is  truly  repre- 

fentedinthefeWords,-ornot.  I  could  eafily^re 

that  feveral  of  their  moft  fenfible  WriteL^have 

PurSfe  "ffiTh  ’  theprefent, 

pofe,  that  what  is  here  expreffied  is  the  Boffor’s 

Account  only  an  Examination 
or  It  in  this  Place  is  neceffiary, 

‘  fh?  ^  ‘  Authority  in 

‘  Chrifr^"  -It  but  thofe  who  derive  it  from 

ift,  either  mediately,  or  immediately.’  An  im- 

jnediate  Conveyance  of  ecclefiaftical  Authority  from 

thrift  we  have  at  prefent  no, Concern  with.  We 

in  what  Manner  that  Power, 
which  Chrift  formerly  beftowea  for  the  Edification 
04  his  Church,  can  no-w  be  •  obtained,  for  thofe 

Purpofes. 
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Purpofes  for  which  it  was  then  granted.  Now,  I 
think  it  will  not  be  difputed,  that  wherever  that 
Power  was  lodged,  from  thence  it  muft  be  received, 
if  it  be  received  at  all.  The  moft  material  Queftion 
then  is,  to  whom  was  this  Power  originally  com¬ 
mitted  by  Chrift  ?  It  will  be  faid  by  fome,  that  it 
was  given  to  the  Church.  In  one  Senfe  this  is 
true  ;  as  whatever  is  given  to  any  Members  of  a 
Society,  for  the  general  Benefit  of  that  Society, 
may  be  faid  to  be  given  to  the  Society.  But  if  we 
examine  the  original  Grant  of  ecclefiaftical  Power, 
it  will  appear,  that  it  was  not  made  to  the  Church 
diffufively,  but  to  certain  Perfons,  under  whofe 
Care  and  Government  the  Church  was  immediately 
placed.  Thofe  Perfons,  who  undoubtedly  under-* 
flood  what  Authority  they  received,  proceeded 
forthwith  to  exercife  it,  in  Difcharge  of  the  great 
Trull  repofed  in  them.  Now  the  whole  Conduft  of 
the  ApoftlesnecelTarily  fuppofes  and  implies,  that  the 
Government  of  the  Church  here  on  earth  was  left 
intirely  in  their  Hands.  The  Acknowledgement 
knd  Submiflion  of  all  Chriflians  alfo  prove  the  fame 
Point.  As,  on  the  one  Hand,  the  Apoflles  made 
Laws  for  the  Government  of  the  Church  ;  fo  wc 
find,  on  the/ other,  that  thofe  Laws  were  univer- 
fally  obeyed.  All  difputed  Matters  were  referred 
to  their  Decifion,  from  which  there  was  no  Appeal. 
In  ftiort,  they  exercifed,  in  the  Name  of  Chrifl, 
an  uncontroulable  Authority  in  the  Church  ;  and, 
as  Occafions  required,  they  appointed  particular 
Perfons  to  aft  as  fubordinate  Miniflers. 

Let  the  Cafe  be  carefully  and  clofely  examined, 
and,  I  think,  there  can  be  no  Difficulty  in  deter¬ 
mining,  whether,  in  the  firft  Inflance,  the  Autho¬ 
rity  of  Chrift  w^as' lodged  in  the  Hands  of  the 

Apoflles 
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exclufively,  fo  that  none  could 
Minifters  without  their  Confent 
'whether  it  was  lodo-ed  in 
the  Church  diffufively,  in  fuch  a  Manner,  that  the 
Members  of  it,  met  togedier  in  a  popular  Aflem- 
bly,  might  rejeft  or  dilplace  an  Apoftle,  and  put 
another  in  his  Stead,  by  Virtue  of  the  Commiffion 
^ven  by  Chrift.  If  the  whole  Power  at  Ms 
1  ime  IS  allowed  to  have  been  in  the  Hands  of  the 
Apoltles,  it  will  go  very  far  towards  deciding  the 
atter  in  Difpute.  For  w/sm  was  this  original 
Conil-itution  altered,  and  wlo  had  a  Right  to  alter 
Jt  .  Who  could  reduce  that,  which  Chrift  had 
formed  into  a  regular  Society,  with  proper  Officers 

an  organiled  Body  into  a  confu- 
To  fay  that  the  Apoftles  could  make 
t  is^  Alteration,  is  to  aferibe  to  them  a  very  extra- 
ordinary  Power,  vvithout  any  Shadow  of  Evidence 
that  they  ever  had  it-— a  Power,  which  implies  that 

J>-idges  of  what  was  a  proper 
Conftitution  for  fuch  a  Society  as  the  Chriftian 
Church,  than-  the  divine  Founder  himfclf.  But 
fuppofing  them  to  have  had  fuch  a  Power, 
and  on  zvhat  Occajion,  did  they  exert  it  ?  Where  is 
the  Proof,  where  are  the  Records,  of  this  remark¬ 
able  Event  ?  But,  on  the  other  Hand,  if  the  very 
Nature  of  Things,  and  every  Monument  remainino- 
teftify  againft  it,  as  they  certainly  do  ;  we  may 
affiured,  that  the  Conftitution  of  the  Church  was 
the  lame  when  the  Apoftles  left  it,  as  when  thev 
were  at  firft  intrufted  with  the  Care  of  it.  And  if 
it  was  not  changed  by  them,  and  they  had  no 
Power  to  change  it,  any  more  than  Aaron  could 
change  the  primitive  Conftitution  of  the  Jewifli 
Church  ;  whether  others,  fince  their  I'ime,  can 
have  had  fuch  a  Power,  may  fafely  be  left  for 

common 
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common  Senfe  to  decide.  To  this  may  be  added, 
that  if  the  original  Conftitution  of  the  Church  has 
been  altered,  it  is  fo  far  another  Society,  and  not 
the  fame  that  was  founded  by  Chrill. 

Where  a  Society  is  conftituted  under  a  particular 
Form  of  Government,  and  defigned  for  Continu¬ 
ance,  it  is  effential  to  it,  that  the  Officers  have  a 
Power  of  perpetuating  themfelves,  by  appointing 
Succeflbrs,  -if  they  are  not  particularly  appointed 
by  the  Founder  of  the  Society.  This  was  evi¬ 
dently  the  Cafe  of  the  Chriftian  Church,  if  we 
may  judge  from  the  Pradlice  of  the  Apoftles. 
Where  they  were  prefent,  none  received  ecclefiafti- 
cal  Authority,  but  immediately  from  them.  In 
diftant  Places,  none  received,  or  could  receive, 
fuch  Authority,  but  from  thofe  Perfons  whom  they 
had  duly  authorized  to  impart  it.  Upon  this 
Maxim  Timothy  was  fent  to  Ephefus  by  St.  Paul, 
and  Titus  was  left  in  Crete,  to  ordain  Elders  in 
every  City. 

The  Chriftian  Church  was  thus  originally  confti¬ 
tuted  under  Officers  of  divine  Appointment,  as 
evidently  as  the  Jewifli  Church  was  ;  and  Chriftians, 
in  the  Time  of  the  Apoftles,  had  no  more  Right 
to  fet  up  an  Authority  different  from  theirs,  or  in 
Oppofition  to  it,  than  the  Ifraelites  had,  in  the 
Rebellion  of  Korah,  to  gainfay  Mofes  and  Aaron 
in  thefe  very  popular  Words  :  Ye  take  too  much 
upon  you,  feeing  all  the  Congregation  are  holy^ 
every  one  of  them,  and  the  Lord  is  among  them  ; 
wherefore  then  lift  you  up  yourfelves  above  the 
‘‘  Congregation  of  the  Lord?^”  Let  it  now  be 
obferved,  that  what  were  the  Rights  of  Chriftians 

M  in 


in  the  ApoftlesDays,  the  very  fame,  neither  more 
nor  lefs,  are  the  Rights  of  Chriftians  at  this  Day. 
It  therefore  the  Church  at  Ephefus,  for  Inftance, 
could  not  ordain  Elders,  without,  or  in  Oppofi- 
tion  to,  the  Authority  given  to  Timothy;  neither 
can  the  Church  now,  in  any  Country,  ordain  Mi- 
nifters,  without,  or  in  Oppofition  to,  the  Authority 
ot  thofe,  who  are  in  the  fame  Station  that  Timothy 

From  what  has  been  faid  it  appears,  that  in  the 
Apoflles  Time,  and  confequently  at  this  Day,  the 

Authority 

*  non~epifcopaImn  Coloniji'^,  itfeems,  claim,  in  Negled: 
or  rather  in  Defiance  of  the  Authority  above-mentioned,  a 
Povver  to  ordain,  and  to  begin  a  SuccelTion  de  no^o.  This 
Claim,  I  fuppofe,  is  founded  in  the  Privileges  given  m  cotntnoft 
to  all  Chriftians,  and  not  in  the  Privileges  given  to  fome 
Chriftians  in  Preference  to  others.  But  the  common  Privileges 
of  Chriftians  are  equal  in  all,  in  male  and  female,  bond  and 
free  ;  for  the  Gofpel  knows  nothing  of  thefe  Diftindions. 
Now  whatever  power  is  exercifed  by  a  Body  of  Perfons  who 
are  equal  in  Authority,  mull  be  exercifed  by  the  Diredion  of 
the  Majority,  to  which  the  minor  Part  muft  fubmit.  Sup- 
pofing  then  an  Allembly  of  Chriftians  to  be  called  together 
for  the  Bufinefs  of  beginning  a  Succeffion  denout)  i  As  no 
Chriftians  can  be  excluded,  the  Voices  and  Rights  of  all 
being  equal,  it  may  happen  that  the  Women  amount  to  a 
'Majority,  and  agree  in  an  Opinion  difterent  from  that  of  the 
Men.  I  would  alkthe  Dodor,  whether  the  Ad  of  the  Wo¬ 
men,  thus  circumftanced,  can  produce  the  Ordination  intend¬ 
ed  ?  If  he  fays  nOf  he  muft  renounce  his  Principle,  and  that 
of  the  non-epifcopalian  Colonifis,  But  indeed  I  have  long 
obferved,  that  this  Dodrine  of  ecclefiaftical  Authority  lodged 
in  the  People,  is  only  ufed  for  Convenience  on  particular 
Occafions,  and  that  it  is  feldom  or  never  made  the  Rule  of 
Pradice.  Accordingly,  in  Church-Meetings  for  the  Purpofe 
of  Difeipline,  &c.  among  the  non-epifcopalian  Colonifs,  the 
Women  are  not  confulted;  they  appear  not  by  Proxy  ;  al¬ 
though  they  are  generally  as  good  Chriftians  as  the  Men,  and 
have  an  equal  Right  to  dired  in  thefe  Matters  ;  but  the  Men 
all  that  Right  to  themfelves,  in  which,  by  their  own 
Principles,  they  have  but  an  equal  Share. 
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Authority  to  govern  and  order  the  Church,  which 
was  lodged  in  the  Hands  of  particular  Perfons,  and 
jjot  in  the  Body  diffufive,.  could  be  derived  in  the 
firft  Inftance,  in  no  other  Way  than  by  perfonal 
Communication  and  in  after  Inftances,  could, 
and  can  be  derived  from-  the  Apofties  in  no  other 
Way  than  by  perfonal  Succeffioriy,  in  a  Line  that 
has  never  been,  interrupted.  By  jierfonal  Succeffim 
is  here  meant  a  Succeffion  of  particular  Perfons  in 
the  Government  of  the  Church,,  to  whom  the 
Power  of  Ordination  has.  been  regularly  conveyed, 
by  thofe  that  have  regularly  received  it,  in  this 
Manner,  from,  the  Apofties  themfelves  ;  and  by 
its  being  uninterrupted  is  meant,  that  throughout 
the  Succeffion,  ecclefiaftical  Authority  has  been 
handed  down  by  thofe  who  were  duly  authorifed  ta 
convey  it.. 

The  Point  taUen  for  granted' 

is  now,  I  truft,  Efficiently  proved.  If  the  Reader 
is  of  the  fame  Opinion,  let  him  take  Notice,  that 
Dodor  Chauncy  allows,,  p.  58,  that  it  is  the  only- 
’Thing  that  needed  Proof,  and  that,  upon  this  Prin¬ 
ciple,  the  Neceffity  of  an  uninterrupted  Succejfiom 
is  felf -evident.  I  have  therefore  no  Need  to  enlarge 
farther  on  the  Subjed.  I  can  freely  truft  what  has. 
been’  now  faid,  in  Conjundion  with  what  was  for¬ 
merly  offered,,  to  the  Judgment  of  every  Reader- 
that  is  not  grofsly  partial.. 


The  Dodor  has  a  Number  of' other  Obferva- 
tions  relating  to  the  Subjcd  of  an  uninterrupted^ 
Succeffion,  and  many  other  Objedions  againft 
what  was  faid  in  Favour  of  it,  but  they  appear  to 
me  to  be  but  of  little  Confequence.  His  Quota¬ 
tion  from  Hooker,  is  introduced  in  fuch  a  Man- 
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ner  as  to  pervert  his  Meaning  :  His  Q^iotatioo 
from  M.  Claude,  is  unworthy  of  his  Charafter  : 
And  ^his  Qiiotation  from  Dodwell,  is  contrary  to 
the  known  Principles  of  that  Author.  With  the 
like  Liberties,  a  Man  may  undertake  to  prove  any 
Thing  from  any  Writer.--As  to  what  may  be  done 
in  Cafes  of  Neceffity,  it  will  be  Time  enough  to 
confider  it,  when  the  Neceffity  happens.  We 
know  that  Neceffity  never  could  be  pleaded  by  the 
Diflenters  at  home,  and  their  non-efifcopalian  Bre¬ 
thren  in  the  Colonies  are  anti-epifeopd'^.  At  the 
fame  Time  they  care  as  little,  the  Dodlor  tells  us^ 
p.  62,  about  an  uninterrupted  Sticcejfion  of  Prejby- 
ters^  as  of  Bifhops.  For  they  not  only  believe 
and  are  confident,  but  they  know  they  have  Power 
from  Chriji  to  conftitute  Officers  for  all  the  Purpofes 
of  the  Gofpel  Minijlry^  whenever  there  lhall  be 
Occafion  for  it.— As  to  our  Saviour’s  Promife  to 
his  Apoftles  to  be  with  them  to  the  End  of  the 
World,  it  implies  that  he  intended  that  they^  and 
their  Succeffors  in  the  fame  Office,  ffiould  continue 
to  the  End  of  the  World.  This  Promife  therefore 
is  a  fufficient  Security,  that  the  Succeffion  in  Quef- 
tion  has  not  been,  and  ffiail  not  be,  interrupted. 
Befides,  ^  it  is  incumbent  on  the  Objedtors  to 
^  prove,’  that  the  Interruption  has  happened  •,  for 
until  this  be  proved,  the  Prefumption  will  be  that 
it  never  has.  Indeed  it  appears  from  the  very  Na¬ 
ture  of  Things  morally  impoffiible  that  it  ever 
fhould  have  happened.  For  it  has  been  the  Doc¬ 
trine  of  the  Church  in  all  Ages,  that  no  Ordina¬ 
tion 

*  The  Author  of  a  critical  Commentary  on  A.  Bp.  SeckerV 
Letter  to  Mr.  Walpole,  fpeaking  of  the  DilTenters  at  home, 
at  vvhofe  Head  he  affeds  to  figure,  fays  :  ‘‘It  was  their 
“  Concern  for,  and  their  Deiire  to  preferve  to  the  Ameri- 
“  cans  of  their  own  anti-efiscopal  Perfuajlon,  the  full 
“  Exercife/’  ^c.  p.  82. 
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tion  was  effeaual,  but  what  was  performed  by 
Biiliops.  This  has  been  a  perpetual  Guard  to  the 
Succeffion  contended  for,  becaufe  no  Ordination 
would  be  accepted  of,  but  fuch  as  was  thought  to 
be  valid.--Thefe  Hints  are  offered  as  a  fufficient 
Anfwer  to  all  that  is  faid  in  the  D06I01  s 
from  p,  59  to  p.  65. 

In  his  former  Pamphlet  he  had  endeavoured,  in 
the  Words  of  the  IDiJfenting  Gentleman^  to  prove 
the  Church  of  England  to  be  inconfiftent  and  ab- 
furd,  in  maintaining  the  Validity  of  Orders  de¬ 
rived  through  the  Church  of  Rome,  while  flie  is 
called  in  the  Homilies^  an  old  withered  Harlot,’^ 
&c.  To  this  I  thought  it  fufficient  to  oppofe  that 
Part  of  Mr.  'White’s  Reply  to  that  Gcntlewdn^ 
where  he  fays  :  If  I  muff  derive  my  fpiritual 

Pedigree  from  a  Harlot,  I  had  rather  it  ffiould 
be  an  old  withered  one^  of  an  antient  and  honour* 
‘‘  able  Line,  than  a  young  Strumpet  of  noNam.e 
and  Family,  and  who  came  into  the  World  but 
yefterday.”  This,  I  confefs,  is  rather  ludi- 
•  croufly  faid  ;  however,  a  more  lerious  Anfwer  wp 
fcarcely  deferved.  The  Doftor  replies,  that  in 
both  Cafes  we  muff  be  born  of  Fornication,  Is  it 
'pojftble,^  fays  he,  a  Whore ^  a  fouF  filthy  JVhore^ 
(hould,,  being  an  Adultrefs,,  bring  forth  any  other 
than  a  bafe-born,,  fpurious  Race  ?  A  real  Whore,  ’ 
while  ffie  continues  fuch,  cannot ;  but  perhaps  a 
metaphorical  Whore  may.  The  Church  of  Rome 
is  called  a  Harlot  in  the  Elomilies,  in  Conformity 
to  the  Language  of  Scripture.  The  Jews  were 
faid  to  play  the  Harlot  f  and  to  go  a  whor- 
ing  after  their  own  Inventions,”  when  they  cor¬ 
rupted  their  Religion  with  a  Mixture  of  idolatrous 

Rites  and  Practices,  In  the  New  Tcftament  we 

read 
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read  of  “  the  great  Whore  which  did  corrupt  the 
iiarth  with  her  Fornication by  which  ‘‘  preat 
“  Whore”  is  intended,  in  the  Opinion  of  moll 
Commentators,  either  Rome  Heathen,  or  Rome- 
Chnftian.  In  fpeaking  therefore  of  the  Church 
of  Rome,  and  her  fuperftitious  and  idolatrous 
Corruption  of  Chriftianity,  at  a  Time  when  the 
Nation  was  Hill  fmarting  under  the  Wounds  re¬ 
ceived  from  her  galling  Yoke,  it  was  very  natural; 

^  for  th^e  Compofers  of  the  Homilies,  and  not  im¬ 
proper,  to  call  her  a  Harlot ;  in  the  Senfc  wherein 
the  Jewifh  Church  was  fo  called  by  the  Prophets.. 
But  they  never  intended  to  fignify  that  her  'Mini- 
Ilrations  were  invalid  ;  for  they  knew,  that,  at 
the  Time  of  her  Whoredoms,  the  Sacrifices  and 
other  Miniftrations  in  thejewifh  Church,  when  duly 
performed,  were  effeaual  to  thofe  Ends  for  which: 
they  were  appointed.  They  were  far  from  adopt- 
'  ing  the  Opinion  of  the  ancient  Donatifis  in  thefe 
Matters  j  and  what  they  believed  of  Churches  and 
Bifiiops,  of  corrupt  Principles  and  Praftices,  wemay 
judge  from  what  they  believed  of  Priep  in  fuch  a 
Cafe.  Thofe  that  compofed  the  Homilies,  were 
foon  after  employed  in  framing  what  are  called 
King  Edward’s  Articles  ;  in  one  of  which  they 
fay  :  “  Although  in  the  vifible  Church  the  evil  be 
“  ever  mingled  with  the  good,  and  fometime  the 
“  evil  have  chief  Authority  in  the  Miniftration  of 
“  the  Word  and  Sacraments  :  Yet  for  as  much  as 
“  they  do  not  the  fame  in  their  own  Name,  but 
“  do  minifter  by  Chrijl’s  Commiffion  and  Authority^ 

“  we  may  ufe  their  Miniftry,  both  in  hearing  the- 
“  Word  of  God,  and  in  the  receiving  the  Sacra- 
“  ments.  Neither  is  the  Effeft  of  God’s  Ordi- 
“  nances  taken  away  by  their  Wickednefs,  nor  the 
“  Grace  of  God’s  Gifts  diminilhed  from  fuch,  as 
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by  Faith  rightly  receive  the  Sacraments  minifter- 
ed  unto  them,  which  be  effeblual^  becaufe  of 
f  Chrift^s  Injlitution  and  Promife^  although  they  be 
minijlered  by  evil  MenP  It  need  not  be  added, 
•that  this  is  equally  applicable  to  Ordination  by  a 
popilli  Bifhop. 

Were  it  worth  the  Reader’s  Attention,  I  could 
fhew  that  the  Doftor  is  much  mifbaken  in  his 
Opinion  of  the  ,  Sentiments  of  Archbifhop  Ufher 
and  Bilhop  Burnet  concerning  Epifcopacy,  and 
that  he  judges  from  partial  and  imperfeft  Evi¬ 
dence.  Enough,  I  believe,  was  faid  of  Ufher, 
for  the  impartial  Reader’s  Satisfaftion  in  the  Appeal 
defended  ;  but  as  the  Doftor  feems  to  recjuire  far¬ 
ther  Satisfaftion,  I  miift  refer  him  to  a  Book 
written  in  Anfwer  to  Dr.  Bernard’s,  Intitled,  Ref 
pondet  PetruSy  by  Dr.  Heylin.  As  to  Burnet,  it 
is  fufficient  that  he  affirms  in  his  Expofition,  that 
Chrift  appointed  a  Succeffion  of  Pallors,  in 
different  Ranks,  to  be  continued  in  the  Church 
for  the  Work  of  the  Gofpel,  and  the  Care  of 
Souls  ;  and  that  as  the  Apoftles  fettled  the 
Churches,  they  appointed  different  Orders,  of 
‘‘  Bijhops^  Priefts  and  DeaconsfP  And,  in  his 
Hijtory  of  the  Reformation^  in  a  Paffage  that  has 
been  held  out  to  public  View  that  to  deny  Bi- 
ffiops  and  Priefts to  be  two  distinct  Orders,” 
is  not  only  heretical  and  popiffi,  but  fome  of  the 
worft  Part,  “  the  very  Dregs  of  Popery.”  But, 
that  after  the  Time  of  writing  his  Vindication  of 
the  Church  of  Scotland^  which  I  have  not  feen,  he 
was  truly  epijcopal  in  his  Principles,  in  the  full 
Heighth  and  Depth  of  the  Expreffion,  I  may  ap¬ 
peal, 

t  On  Art,  XXV. 

Du  Appeal  p.  25. 


/ 
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peal,  not  only  to  particular  Pafiages,  but  to  the 
whole  Tenor  of  his  fubfequenc  Writings. 

It  is  an  eafy  Thing,  by  the  Help  of  fingle  Sen¬ 
tences,  with  here  and ‘there  Scraps  of  Sentences, 
artfully  arrangecf  and  properly  managed,  to  prove 
almoft  any  Authors  to  b?,  what  we  choofe  they 
fnould  be.  In  fuch  a  Way,  I  could  eafily  prove 
Dr.  Chauncy  himfelf  to  be  an  Epifcopalian,  from 
the  Pamphlet  before  me.  I  could  coiled:  Sentences, 
wherein  he  acknowledges  the  fundamental  Prin¬ 
ciples  of  an  uninterrupted  SuccefTion  of  Bilhops 
to  be  felf- evident.  I  could  fhew  that  he  is  an 
Advocate  for  the  Sentiments  of  Whitgift,  Bancroft, 
Hooker,  Ufher,  Burnet,  and  a  great  Majority, 
7iineteen  in  twenty  of  the  Members  of  the  Church  of 
England.^  relating  to  the  Subjed,  which  are  noto- 
riouily  epifcopal— -that  he  is  fo  convinced  of  the 
Ufefulnefs  and  NeceiTity  of  an  American  Epifeopate.^ 
that  he  is  not  only  willing  that  it  d  ould  be  eftab- 
lihied,  but  blames  the  Clergy  of  the  Church  of 
England  in  the  Colonies  for  not  having  exerted 
themfelves  more  in  Order  to  procure  Bifhops,  and 
thinks  they  lliould  have  applied  for  them  to  the 
Moravians,  or  even  to  the  Papiils  in  Canada,  ra¬ 
ther  than  be  without  them.  But  fuch  an  Amufement 
I  will  not  purfue,  as  it  would  interfere  too  much 
with  Bufinefs,  and  be  too  great  a  Trefpafs  upon 
the  Reader’s  Indulgence.  For  thefe  two  Reafons  I 
fhall  take  no  farther  Notice  of  what  he  fays  con¬ 
cerning  Ulher  and  Burnet,  but  feek  for  more 
ufeful  Employment  in  his  next  Sediion. 

Here  my  Opponent  begins  thus  :  The  Eodior 
has  feen  fit.,  for  Reafons  rest  known  to  himself, 
topafs  over  almofi  every  Thing  this  (fecond)  Sedficn 

relates 
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relates  to^  that  was  material^  p.  57.  But  the 
Reafons  for  my  doing  this  are  as  well  known  to  the 
Reader,  as  to  my  felf.  The  PalTage,  in  which  he 
was  informed  of  thefe  Reafons,  rnuft  have  been 
immediately  under  the  Doctor’s  Eye  when  he  made 
the  Remark,  'as  it  ftands  in  the  Front  of  the 
Section,  to  which  he  was  preparing  to  reply.  What 
was  there  faid,  is  in  thefe  Words  :  ‘  The  Objedlions 
‘  that  have  been  made  to  the  fecond  Seftion  of  the 
‘  Appeal^  wherein  the  Powers  peculiar  to  the  epifco^ 
^  pal  Office  are  ffiewn,  as  they  relate  chiefly  to  the 
‘  Evidence  of  Scripture^  explained  by  the  Pradtice 
‘of  the  primitive  Church,  fo  far  ffiall  be  pafled 
‘  over,  they  coming  not  within  the  Intention  of  the 
‘  prefent  Defence.’  Why  this  was  not  within  the 
Intention  of  my  Defence,  was  carefully  explained 
in  p.  77,  and  the  Reafons  there  affigned  have  ap¬ 
peared  to  be  abundantly  fatisfadtory  to  the  Public* 
What  can  we  now  think  of  the  Fairnefs  and  Candor 
of  fuch  a  Remark  ? 

In  difcourfing  of  the  Nature  of  the  epifcopal 
Office,  it  was  thought  proper  to  diftinguiffi,  between 
thofe  Things  that  belong  to  it  originally  and  eflTen- 
tially,  and  fuch  external  Appendages  as  had  been 
added  in  after  Times,  and  which  have  no  necelTary 
Connedlion  with  the  Office  itfelf.  The  Dodlor,  in 
his  Anfwer^  attempted  not  to  invalidate  the  Dif- 
tindtion,  but  impertinently  remarked,  that  it  is 
highly  UNREASONABLE  to  add  fuch  Appendages.  In 
my  Defence  it  was  replied  :  ‘  Whether  the  Addi- 
‘  tion  of  fuch  Appendages  be  reafonable  or  unrea- 
‘  fonable,  is  nothing  to  me  ^  and,  which  is  more,  it 
‘  is  nothing  to  the  Cafe  of  fuch  an  Epifcopate  as  is 
‘  propofed  tor  America.  I  had  faid  nothing,  nor 
^  vvas  it  my  Bufinefs  to  fay  any  Thing  of  its  being 
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reafonahle  that  thefe  Appendages  fhould  be  added  \- 
^  nor  was  it  his  Bufmefs  as  an  Anfwerer  to  me,  to  fay 

any  Thing  of  its  being  unreafonable.  Much  lefs 
‘  was  it  his  Bufmefs  to  objedt  Appendages  of  this 
‘  Kind  to  an  Epifcopate,  which  it  certainly  is,  and 
‘  ever  was  intended,  fhall  exift  without  them"^.’  He 
now  rejoins  :  Why  then^  in  the  Name  of  Wonder^ 
did  he  fay  any  ‘Thing  about  thefe  Appendages?  If  it 
was  nothing  to  him^  that  is,  to  the  Caufe  he  is  de¬ 
fending,  and  nothing  to  the  Cafe  of  un  American 
Epifcopate,  it  is  certainly  to  no  Purpofe  to  fay  a 
Word  about  them,  p.  72.  Fair  and  candid  again  f 
without  any  Mixture  of  Sophiftry  !  But  however, 
the  Subject  of  fuch  Appendages,  and  the  Reafona- 
hlenefs  of  making  them,  are  different  Things.  In 
the  Appeal,  the  Appendages  were  diftinguilhed 
from  the  Office  itfelf,  becaufe  it  was  neceffary  in 
Order  rightly  to  conceive  of  the  epifcopal  Office, 
as  propofed  to  be  exercifed  in  America  ;  and  in  my 
Defence  I  did  not  fay  that  the  Subject,  or  the  Dif- 
tinclion,  was  nothing  to  me,  but  that  the  Reafona- 
hlenefs  or  Unreafonabknefs  of  adding  fuch  Appen¬ 
dages  to  the  epifcopal  Office,  was  neither  my 
Bufmefs,  nor  his,  to  confider.  How  then,  in  the 
Name  of  Wonder,  could  Dr.  Chauncy  ffiew  fo 
little  Regard  to  his  own  literary  Charadler  ! 

In  explaining  the  Nature  of  the  epifcopal  Office 
it  was  obferved,  that  the  Office  .is  exaftly  the  fame 
in  a  large  Diocefs  as  in  a  fmall  one,  and  that  this 
Cireumftance  affedted  not  the  Validity  of  any  Adt 
performed  by  the  Biffiop.  Hffie  Dodlor  anfwered, 
that  it  the  Validity  of  the  Biffiop’s  Adis  is  not 
affedted  by  the  Largenefs  of  his  Diocefs,  his  Capa¬ 
city  to  ferve  it  undoubtediy  is.  It  was  faid  in  Reply 

to 

*  Jpp€Cil  defended y  p*  85* 


FA  R  T  HE  R  DEFENDED;  gi 

to  him,  the  Anfwer^ amounts  to  this,  '  that  althougK 
*  what  I  faidis  allowed  to  be  true,  yet  fomething 
^  that  I  did  not  fay  is  certainly  falfe.  The  Thing  , 
^  which  I  did  not  fey  is,  that  the  Bifhop  is  as  able 
‘  to  ferve  the  great  Ends  of  his  Office  in  a  large 
‘  Diocefs  as  in  a  fmall  one.’  Let  us  now  hear  the 
Doftor’s  Rejoinder.  It  is  true^  he  did  not  fay  this  \ 
but  it  is,  as  true^  that  it  was  with  Propriety^  and 
IRRESISTIBLE  FoRCE  that  I  /aid  ity  p.  72.  What¬ 
ever  Opinion^  my  Opponent  may  have  of  the 
Irresistibility  of  his  own  Forces  in  this  Inftance 
it  was  certainly  mifapplied.  Nor  could  there  be 
any  Propriety  in  an  AnfwereP%  thus  fhifting  the 
Queftion,  from  the  Validity  of  an  Aft,  to  the 
Capacity  of  the  Agent,. 

It  was  farther  faid  in  Reply  to  him,  that  he  was 
alfo  wrong  in  his  Opinion  relating  to  the  Bilhop’s 
Capacity  of  taking  due  Care  of  a  large  Diocefs,,  as 
be  judged  ‘  of  the  epifcopal  Charge  upon  Con- 
“  gregational.  Principles,  confounding  the  Office 
‘  of  a  Bifhop  with  that  of  a  Parifh  Minifter.’  He 
ftill  infifts  upon  it,  that  it  is  highly  improper and 
an  intolerable  Grievance,  that  Bijhops  Jhould.  be  at 
the  Head  of  large  Diocejfes  ;  becaufe  it  defrays  their 
Capacity  to  ferve.  the  Ends,  defigned  by  Chrifi  in  the 
Inflitution  of  their  Office,  This  confirms  the  Ob- 
-fcrvation.  I  made  upon  his  wrong  Method  of  pro¬ 
ceeding.  He  believes  the  Defign  of  the  Infiitutiow 
of  Bilhops  was,  that  they  fhould  take  the  fpirituai 
Charge  of  fingle  Congregations,  and  perform  the 
parochial  Duties.  Accordingly  he  looks  upon 
himfelf  to  be  a  proper  Bifhop,  agreeably  to  the 
Inflitution  of  Chrift.  In  this  Senfe,  it  is  confelTed, 
Bifhops  ought  to  be  confined  to  narrow  Diftrifts, 
as  their  Incapacity  to  ferve  large  ones,  fuch  as 
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common  Diocefles,  cannot  be  difputed.  But  the 
Bi£iops  in  Queftion  are  an  Order  of  Men  very 
‘  ^rom  that  of  Bijhop  Chauncy,  and  the  Ends 

of  their  Office  are  as  different  as  their  Order. 
Parochial  Duties  they  may  occafionally  perform  ; 
but  the  proper  Bufinefs  of  their  Office  is,  Ordi¬ 
nation,  the  Superintendency  and  Government  of 
the  Clergy,  and  Confirmation.  Now  if  a  Diocels 
is  not  fo  large  but  that  a  Bifhop  can  duly  perform 
all  thefe  Offices,  it  cannot  be  juftly  objedted  that 
he  has  not  a  Capacity  to  ferve  it.  In  an  epifcopal 
Church  the  Number  of  Pariffi  Minifters  is  as  great 
as  It  would  be,  if  the  epifcopal  Order  had  no 
Exiitence  ;  and  the  Addition  of  Biffiops  to  fuper- 
intendthe  parochial  Clergy  and  oblige  them  to 
perform  their  Duty,  is  fo  far  from  being  an  intole- 
Table  Grievance,  that_  fuch  '  an  Inftitution,  in  its 
Nature  and  Defign,  is  an  invaluable  Advantage, 
Here  the  Doftor  quotes  and  mifapplies  our  bleiKd 
Saviour  s  Declaration,  “  my  Kingdom  is  not  of  this 
JVorld  ;  which  has  no  more  Relation  to  the 
Subjedt  under  Confideration,  than  thefe  Words  of 

Mofes,  “  In  the  Beginning  God  created  the  Heavens 
and  the  Earth,” 

I  SHALL  not  Ipend  much  Time  in  controverting 
what  he  fays  about  Aerius  and  Colluthus.  Thefe  I 
had  reprefented  to  have  been  ‘  the  firft  Contri¬ 
vers  of  Ordination  by  Prefbyters  but  herein  I 
may  have  been  miftaken,  as  I  find  the  learned  Dr. 
Lee  points  out  an  Inftance  of  the  like  Nature* 
among  the  Montanifts,  in  the  latter  End  of  the 
fecond  Century,  of  one  Blajius,  a  Greek  Prelby- 
ter,  who  formed,  fays  he,  “  the  firft  Prefbyterian 
Church  we  read  of  5”  for  which  he  was  duly  re¬ 
primanded 
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primanded  by  St.  Iren^us  §.  That  Aerius  was 
condemned  as  an  Heretic,  ^  chiefly  for  his  Opinion 
‘  of  the  Parity  of  Billiops  and  Prefbyters,’  is  a- 
greeable  to  the  Account  given  by  all  the  moft  con- 
fiderable  ecclefiaftical  Pliftorians,  and  the  Opinion 
of  all  the  moft  confiderable  Writers,  that  have 
mentioned  the  Cafe.  That  Jeroin,  Auftin,  Am-  . 
brofe,  Sedulius,  Primafiu's,  Chryfoftom  and  The- 
ophylaft  were  of  the  fame  Opinion  with  Aerius^ 
with  Regard  to  the  Parity  of  Bidiops  and  Prefby- 
ters,  as  the  Doftor  pretends  was  the  Belief  of 
'Reignolds^  Jewel,  Bridges,  Whitacre,  and  Stilling- 
fleet,  whom  he  calls  epifcopal  Writers  of  the  jirfl 
Figure^  but  fome  of  whom  were  notorious  Puri¬ 
tans  ;  is,  as  he  fays  in  another  Cafe,  in  direM  Of- 
fofition  to  as  known  cl  Truth  as  is  contained  in 
Hiftory,  ^ 

I 

To  what  was  faid  concerning  Colluthus,  from 
the  Bifhops  of  Egypt,  Thebais,  Lybia  and  Pen- 
tapolis,  and  the  Clergy  of  Mareotis,  he  oppofes^ 
the  evafive  Diftinftions  of  Blondel,  given  in  the 
Irenicum,  as  a  fufficient  and  full  Anfwer,  Blondel, 
it  feems,  thought  fit  to  fay,  the  pronouncing  fuch  an 
Ordination  (as  that  of  Ifchyras  by  Colluthus)  7iull 
doth  not  evidence^  that  they  looked  on  Ordination  as 
belongings  of  divine  Rights  ^only  to  Bifloops,  For  it 
might,  fays  he,  have  been  condemned  as  contrary  to 
the  CanonSs  as  not  performed  in  the  proper  Diocefs^ 
as  being  without  a  Title^  &c.  Whereas  the  Bi- 
fliops  above-mentioned,  in  their  fynodical  Epiftlcs 
fay  exprefsly,  in  the  Extraft  I  had  given,  that  the 
Ordination  was  null,  becaufe  it  was  performed  by  a 
Prefbyter.  How  came  Ifchyras,  fay  they,  to 
^  be  a  Prefbyter,  and  by  whom  was  he  ordained  ^ 

Was 
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Was  it  by  Colluthus  ?  For  that  remains  to  be 
faid.  But  Colluthus  died  a  Prefbyter,  so  that 
ALL  the  Impojitions  of  his  Hands  were  invalid 
and  NULL  and  the  Clergy  of  Mareotis,  ia 
xk\t\x  joint  LjCtter^  from  which  alfo  I  had  given  aa 
Extraft,  fay  :  Ifchyras  who  calls  himfelf  a  Pref- 
byter,  is  not  a  Prefbyter,  fince  he  was  ordained 
by  Colluthus,  who  ajjumed  an  imaginary  Epif- 
copacy,  and  was  afterwards  commanded  by  Ho- 
fius,  and  other  Bilhops  fynodically  affembled,^ 
to  return  to  the  Order  of  Prefbyters,,  whereto 
he  was  ordained.  And  consequently  all  thofe,^ 
whom  Colluthus  ordained,  returned  to  their 
former  Stations,  and  Ifchyras  himfelf  became  a. 
Layman.”  Let  the  Reader  now  judge,  whe¬ 
ther,  nothwithftanding  the  Doftor’s  full  Anfwer- 
and  Proof  to  thereon trary,  the  Condemnation  of“ 
that  Ordination  was  not  founded  on  an  Opinion 
of  its  eifential  Nullity  and  Invalidity,  becaufe  it 
was  performed  by  a  Prefbyter,  or  one  who  affumed 
only  an  imaginary  Epifcopacy.  | 

In  fpeaking  of  Ordination  as  one  of  the  pecu¬ 
liar  Branches  of  the  epifcopal  Office,  I  took  No¬ 
tice  there  is  not  an  Inftance  of  Ordination  by  Pref- 
byters  to  be  found  in  the  Church  for  feveral  Ages 
after  Chrift ;  and  that  Aerius  and  Colluthus,  in 
the  latter  End  of  the  fourth  Century,  were  the 
firft  that  endeavoured  to  introduce  that  Kind  of' 
Ordination.  The  Dodfor,  in  his  Anfwer^  demand¬ 
ed  one  Injtance^  within  the  long  Period  of  150  Tears^ 
from  Chrift^  of  an  Ordination  by  any  Bifhop,  It 
would  have  been  a  more  compleat  Anfwer  to  have 
V  faid,  that  there  was  not  an  Inftance  of  epifcopal  Or¬ 
dination  to  be  found  within  the  fame  Period  that  I 

had 
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fiad  mentioned,  than  to  fay  there  was  no  fuch  In- 
ftance  within  the  long  Period  of  1 50  7'ears  \  which 
long  Period  was  Jhorter  by  more  than  Half.  How¬ 
ever,  not  infifting  upon  this  moft  material  Diffe¬ 
rence  between  my  Period  and  his,  I  replied,  that 
he  had  made  the  fame  Demand  fome  Years  before, 
in  his  Dudleian  Letlure^  to  which  a  dired:  and  for¬ 
mal  Anfwer  had  been  given  by  Mr.  Leaming-f, 
whereof  he  had  not  taken  the  leaft  Notice.  This 
appeared  to  me  to  be  a  ‘  Curiofity,’  and  indeed 
fuch  as  I  had  never  met  with  ‘  in  the  Regions  of 
^  Controverfy.’  I  then  gave  Mr.  Learning’s  Re¬ 
ply,  which  I  efteemed  to  be  a  full  Anfwer  to  the' 
Demand.  If  the  Dodor  himfelf  thought  other- 
wife,  ftill  there  was  fomething  curious  in  his  tak¬ 
ing  no  Notice  of  the  Anfwer  that  had  been  at¬ 
tempted  to  this  Challenge,  when  he  came  to  re¬ 
peat  it. 


He  now  fays,  p.  78,  by*  Way  of  Excufe  :  I  did 
not  efteem  it  worthy  of  the  leaf:  Notice^  or  (meaning, 
that  he  did  not  imagine)  that  any  ofie  elfe  would^ 
that  had  any  confiderable  Degree  of  intellehlual  Dif- 
rernment.  Yet  in  the  next  Words  he  tells  us,  that 
Mr.  Welles  thought  it  worthy  of  Notice,  for  that 
he  nullified  this  produced  Infiance^  and  all  that  was  faid 
upon  it.  This,  by  the  Way,  looks  like  treating 
Mr.  Welles  very  ungeneroufly,  after  the  many 
kind  Offices  and  Compliments  he  had  received 
from  him;  as  the  Words  fairly  imply  an  Opinion 
that  Mr.  Welles  had  no  confiderable  Degree  of  inteU 
leblual  Difcernment,,  at  leaft  in  that  particular  Cafe. 
Again  :  He  tells  us  he  did  not  choofe  to  take 
Notice  of  Mr.  Learning’s  Anfwer,  becaufe,  as  he' 
informed  the  Public,  in  his  Letter  prefixed  to  Mr. 

Welles’s 
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Welles’s  Piece,  that  was  he  inclined  to  engage  in  the 
epijcopal  Controversy,  he  Jhould  choofe  for  his  Oppo¬ 
nent,  one  that  is  better  able  to  manage  the  Difpute, 
than  be  appears  to  he.  But  the  Dealers  in  public 
Controverly  have  not  always  the  Liberty  ofchoofino- 
their  Opponents.  And  as  to  Mr.  Learning,  he  it 
well  known  to  be  abundantly  able  to  mana'^e  the 
Difpute  about  Epifcopacy,  againft  any  that 'may 
oppole  him.  I'his  fame  prefixed  Letter  contains 
illibeial  Reflexions,  upon  a  Gentleman  of  a  very 
amiable  and  refpeXable  CharaXer.  And  here,  as 
we  are  on  the  SubjeX  of  ‘  Curiofities  in  the  Regions 

of  Controverly,  it  may  not  be  amifs  to  point 
out  a  very  rematKable  one,  to  be  found  in  thatfhorc 
Letter  to  Mr.  Welles.  Says  the  DoXor  :  I  have  no 
OTHER  Knowledge  of  this  Gentleman  (Mr.  Lea- 
ming)  than  woat  may  he  collected  from  this  fmall 
Work  of  his  (his  Defence,  &c.)  Yet  within  the 
Diftance  of  a  fingle  Page  he  alio  fays  i  by  the 
Account  I  have  of  Mr.  Learning,  he  is  not  equal 
to  tee  Petfor'mance  that  comes  out  in  his  Name.  But 

to  return  from  this  Digr^ffion  in  Purfuit  of  Curi- 

olities. 

The  Doftor  contends  that  Mr.  Learning’s  An- 
^  fwer  was  improper,  becaufe  the  Example  of  ep/f copal 
Ordination  wanted^  and  dejired^  was  to  be  felcdted^ 
not  from  the  Scripture^  but  from  one  or  another  of 
■the  Fathers  of  'the  Fwo  firft  Centuries,  But  this 
does  not  appear  from  the  Challenge,  in  which  there 
is  not  a  Vford  faid  of  thofe  Fathers,  The  'Diidleian 
Letlurer  had  been  faying,  that  he  could  find  nothing 
in  havour  ot  Epifcopacy 'in  the  Scriptures,  nor  in 
the  hiuhers  before  Clemens  of  Alexandria,  except 
a  Sentence  in  Irenreus,  which  he  endeavoured  to 
explain  away.  Upon  this,  he  called  upon  Epifeo- 
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parians  to  favour  him  with  ‘only  one  Example  of 
epifcopal  Ordination^  in  their  Senfe  of  it^  within  the 
Time  above-defcribed^^.  The  Demand  therefore,  by 
all  the  Rules  of  fair  Conftruftion,  muft  have  been, 
to  produce  the  Example  from  thofe  Writings 
wherein  he  was  unable  to  find  it  himfelf ;  which 
were  the  Scriptures  and  primitive  Fathers  ^of  the 
Church.  If  then  Mr.  Learning  was  able  to  point 
out  an  Example  in  Scripture,  he  complied  with  the 
Demand,  as  direftly  as  if  he  had  produced  it  from 
any  of  thofe  Fathers. 

The  Dodlor  argues  that  the  Example  given  is 
not  to  be  admitted  by  him,  becaufe  fuch  an  Example 
would,  on  our  Side,  be  rejedled.  F'or  if,  in  An- 
fwer  to  a  Declaration  in  the  Appeal  that  no  Inftances 
of  Preibyterian  Ordination  are  to  be  found  in  the 
Church  for  feveral  Ages,  he  had  replied,  in  Words 
like  thofe  of  Mr.  Learning  *,  that  he  could  produce 
many,  but  for  brevity  Sake  he  would  mention  but 
one  Inftance,  viz.  The  Ordination  of  Timothy,  by 

the  laying  on  of  the  Hands  of  the  Prefbytery,” 
producing  only  thofe  Arguments  that  had  been  ufed  a 
Hundred  Times  over^  in  Support  of  it ;  he  imagines 
he  Ihould  be  laughed  at  by  the  Hodlor^  and  that 
convened  Body  which  firftput  him  upon  writing.  But 
a  Man  is  feldom  laughed  at  for  producing  Argu¬ 
ments,  notwithftanding  they  may  have  been  ufed 
frequently,  pit^vided  they  are  produced  and  applied 
properly.  Good  Arguments  will  wear  a  long 
while,  and  not  be  the  worfe  for  it.  But  when  a 
Man  ufes  Arguments  that  have  been  refuted  a 
Hundred  Times  over,  in  Oppofition  to  plain  Fa6ts,‘ 
and  the  fettled  Belief  of  the  Church  for  1 500  Years  ; 
I  will  not  anfwer  for  myfelf,  nor  am  I  audiorifed  to 

O  anfwer 
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anfwer  for  our  Convention,  that  he  will  not  be 
laughed  at.  If  it  could  be  made  to  appear,  by 
^y  Kind  of  Arguments,  that  the  Confecration  of 
T imothy  was  an  Example  of  prelbyterian  Ordina¬ 
tion,  I  believe  we  fhould  confider  it  as  a  very  ferious 
Matter,  and  abow  that  it  would  anfwer  the  Purpofc 
of  our  Adverlaries. 

But  whether  the  abovefaid  Anfwer  was  proper  or 
not,  of  which  the  Reader  muft  judge  for  himfelf ; 
the  Do6lor  goes  on  to  challenge  me,  with  the  Ap¬ 
pearance  of  greater  Intrepidity  than  ever,  and  more 
in  the  Style  of  a  Ghampwn,  to  produce  one  fingle 
Inftance  of  epifcopal  Ordination,  in  the  appropriated 
Senfe,  from  fame  or  other  of  the  Fathers  within  1 50 
Tears  from  Chrifl,  p.  80  :  And  he  allows  me  to  call 
in  the  Affiftance  of  any  of  the  epifcopal  Clergy  on  the 
American  Continent-,  and  promifes  to  admit  as  genuine 
any^  Inftance  that  may  be  brought  from  Ignatius’s 
Epiftles,  although  certainly  fpurious  or  interpolated. 
But  he  has  no  Right  to  expedt  that  I  will  take 
Notice  of  this  Defiance,  daring  and  provoking  as 
it  is,  until  he  makes  fome  Anfwer  to  a  Challenge  I 
gave  him  II,  to  fupport  a  certain  Charge  he  brought 
againft  the  epifcopal  Clergy— or  elfe  to  retracT:  it. 
However,  with  him  I  will  not  infift  upon  the 
Stridnefs  of  eftablijhed  Forms,  and  therefore  I  now 
give  him  the  following  Anfwer. 

I .  If  he  himfelf  will  point  out  any  Inftance  in 
thofe  Fathers,  wherein  a  particular  Ordination  is 
mentioned,  I  do,  by  thefe  Prefents,  engage  to  prove, 
without  the  Affiftance  of  any  Clergyman  on  the 
Continent,  that  Inch  Ordination  was  properly  and 
ftridly  epifcopal. 


}|  III' the  Jp^eal  defended,  p.  259. 
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2  If  no  fuch  Inftances  are  to  be  found,  the 
Caufe  of  Epifcopacy  may  be  fupported  without 
them.  The  Doftor,  I  fuppofe,  will  not  give  up. 
the  Caufe  of  Infant-Baptifrn,  becaufe  he  can,  pro¬ 
duce  no  Inftances  of  it,  within  150  Yea^  j*’ 
Chrift.  The  Fathers,  within-  the  Period  prefcnbed,.  ^ 
of  whofe  Writings  any  Part  is  now  extant,  are  but 
few,  and  there  is  not  one  of  them  whofe  Works 
are’inrire..  The  Works  of  Papias,  Biftiop  of  Hi,- 
are  loft  ^  the  fame  Fate  has  attended  the 
Writings  of  Hegefippus— a  fewFragments  of  both,, 
preferved  by  Fufebius,  excepted.  The  literary 
Produxftions  of  Melito,  Biftiop  of  Sardis,  which 
were  numerous,  and,  chiefly  relating  to  ecclefiaftical 
Subieds  ;  of  Dionyfius,  Biftiop  of  Corinth  •,  of 
Quadratus,  Ariftides,  and  Agrippa  furnamed 
Caftor,  befides  many  others  that  might  be  menti¬ 
oned,,  have  all  periftied.  Were  they  now  extant, 
efpecially  theYVorks  of  Hegefippus,  the  particular 
Intellio-ence  wanted,  might  reafonably  be  expefted. 
For  Fufebius  and  Jerom,  who  faw  the  Works  of 
the  laft-mentioned  Writer,  inform  us,  that  he 
compofed  a  compleat  Body  of  ecclefiaftical  Hiftory, 
in  Five  Books,  wherein  he  related  all  the  principal 
Occurrences  that  happened  in  the  Church,  after 
our  Saviour’s  Paffidn  to  the  Time  of  his  ^Yriting. 

As  to  thofe  Works,  belonging  to.  the  Doeftor’s 
Period,  which  are  extant,  they  might  all  be  ^n- 
tained  in  a  Pocket-Volume.  Some  Ihort-  Fpiftles 
to  particular  Perfons  or  Churchfs,  exhorting^to 
Perfeverance  and  Patience — one  catholic  Fpiftle, 
partly  written  with  the  like  View,  but  chiefly 
mg  an  allegorical  Explanation  of  the  ceremonial 
Law— one  praftical  Difeourfe— a  Dialogue  with 
Trypho  the  Jew,  proving  that  Jefus  is  t!^  true 
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Memah— a  few  Apologies  for  tlie  Chriftian  Reli¬ 
gion,  in  Anfwer  to  the  Calumnies  of  its  Adver- 
faries-  two  or  three  Difcourfes  againft  the  Gen- 
'  ^les,  expofing  their  Errors  and  Idolatries— with  a 
Fragment  or  two  concerning  the  Refurredion— are 
all  the  Works  of  St.  Barnabas,  St.  Hermas,  Cle¬ 
mens  Romanus,  St.  Ignatius,  St.  Polycarp,  Juftin 
Martyr,  Theophilus  of  Antioch,  Tatian  anci  A- 
thenagoras,  which  have  furvived  the  Wreck  of 
Time  ;  a  great  Part  of  their  Writings  having  been 
irrecoverably  loft.  Now  as  nothing  that  remains 
IS  of  an  hiftorical  Nature,  we  could  hardly  exped 
that  they  would  give  us  hiftorical  Accounts.  Yet, 

3.  From  thefe  very  Writings,  and  others  of 
the  fecond  Century,  we  are  abundantly  able  to 
prove,  that  there  were  three  Orders  of  Officers  in 
the  Church  at  this  Time,  viz.  Bifhops,  Priefts  and 
Deacons  -,  and  that  the  Church  was  under  the  Go¬ 
vernment  of  Bifhops,  as  an  Order  diftind  from, 
and  fuperior  to,  the  other  Two  from  whence 

it  follows, '  that  Ordinations  were  performed  by 
Bifhops.  ^ 


Ij  cannpt  be  expeded,  in  a  JVork  of  this  Na¬ 
ture,  that  I  fhould  colled  all  theTaflages  in  thofe 
Writings,  which  relate  to  the  Subjed  however,  a 
few  of  them  by  Way  of  Specimen,  I  beg  Leave 
to  preient  to  the  Reader.  Clemens  Romanus,  who 
was  a  Fellow-Labourer  with  St,  Paul,  and  one  of 
thofe  “  whofe  Names  were  written  in  “  the  Book 
“  of  Life*,”  in  his  celebrated  Efifile  to  the  Co¬ 
rinthians,  fpeaking  of  the  Chriftian  Miniftry, 
which  he  illuftrates  by  the  Jewifh  Priefthood,  fays  : 
^  the  chief  Prieji  has  his  proper  Services ;  and  to 

“  the 
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“  the  Priejls  their  proper  Place  is  appointed  ;  and 
to  the  Levites  bck)ng  their  proper  Miniftries-f.” 
Here  are  evidently  three  Orders  in  the  Chriftian 
Church  pointed  out,  correfponding  with  the  like 
Diftinftions  in  the  Jewifh  Church  ;  and  to  the  high- 
eft  Order  belongs  the  Superintendency  and  Go- 
^Trnment  of  the  whole. 

Ignatius,  in  his  Epiftle  J  to  the  Magnefians^ 
fays  :  Forafmuch  as  in  the  Perfons  before-men-: 
tioned  (viz.  Damas  their  Bifliop,Bafrus  andApol- 
lonius,  their  Prefbyters,  and  Sotio  their  Deacon) 
I  have  feen  all  of  you  in  Faith  and  Charity,  I  ex- 
hort  you  that  you  ftudy  to  do  all  Things  with 
divine  Concord ;  your  Bifhop  prefiding  in  the 
Place  of  God  ^  your  Prefbyters^  in  the  Place  of 

the 

*|*  xl. 

X  Dr.  Chauncy  very  gracioufly  allows  us,  pro  hac  Vice^ 
what  we  have  long  claimed  and  polTeffed  as  a  Right,  the  Ufe 
of  Ignatius’s  Epiftles,  which  he  is  pleafed  to  fay  are  certabily 
fpurious  or  interpolated',  but  which  others  fay,  who  are  incom¬ 
parably  better  Judges  than  he,  are  undoubtedly  genuine-'- 
meaning  thofe  which  are  publidied  as  fuch  by  Ulher  and 
Vohius.  The  following  Hints  are  worthy  of  the  Reader’s  At¬ 
tention.  The  Epiftles  of  Ignatius  were  mentioned  by  Poly¬ 
carp,  in  his  Epiftle  to  the  Philippians,  foon  after  the  Mar¬ 
tyrdom  of  Ignatius ;  and  he  informs  them,  that  he  had  col- 
le(fted  and  fent  to  them  thefe  very  Epiftles.  They  are  men¬ 
tioned  by  Irenaeus,  Origen,  Eufebius,  Athanafius,  Jerom, 
Gelaftus  and  Theodoret,  to  fay  nothing  of  others:^  and  quo¬ 
ted  in  the  very  Words  of  the  Copies  now  extant.  No  anci¬ 
ent  Writings,  thofe  of  the  Holy  Scriptures  excepted,  are  of- 
tener  quoted,  or  better  attefted  to  be  genuine,  than  the  E- 
piftles  in  Queftion  ;  and  the  Arguments  ufed  againft  them, 
would  equally  prove  every  other  antient  Writing  fpurious. 
It  deferves  Notice,  that  none  but  thofe,  whofe  new-fangled 
Tenets  are  contradidled  by  the  Epiftles  of  Ignatius,  ever  at¬ 
tempted  to  diiprove  their  Authenticity  ;  and  we  all  know, 
that  for  the  fame  Rcafon,  even  the  Holy  Scriptures  have 
fometimes  met  with  the  like  Treatment. 
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the  Council  of  the  Apoftles,  and  your  Deacons^ 
being intrufted  with  theMiniftryof  JefusChrifl:§.’^ 
He  allb  exhorts  the  "Tralltans^  to  do  nothing  with¬ 
out  their  Bifhop  *,  to  be  fubjeft  to  their  Prefbyters  ; 
and  to  reverence  their  Deacons ;  and  fays,  he 
that  does  any  Thing  without  the  Bifhop,  and 
Prefbyters,  and  Deacons,  is  not  pure  in  his  Con« 
fciencejl.”  To  the  Philadelphians  he  fays  :  I 

cried  whilft  I  was  among  you  :  I  fpake  with  a 
“  loud  Voice  *,  attend  to  the  Bifhop,  and  to  the 
Prefbytery,  and  to  the  Deacons  In  his  E- 
piflle  to  the  Smyrnaans^  he  falutes  their  ‘Vvery 
worthy  Bifhop,  and  their  venerable  Prefbytery,. 
and  their  Deacons,”  whom  he  calls  his  Fellow- 
Labourers  J.  And  in  an  Epiftle  to  Polycarp^  the 
Bifiiop  of  the  Smyrnseans,  he  fays  :  My  Soul 
“  be  Security  for  them  that  fubmit  to  their  Bifhop,. 

with  their  Prefbyters,  and  Deacons.”  Such  is; 
the  Teftimony  of  this  venerable  Martyr,  in  Favour 
of  the  Superiority  of  Bifhops  to  Prefbyters  ;  and 
it  is  no  Wonder,  that  the  Enemies  of  Epifcopacy 
vife  every  Effort  to  weaken  its  Force, 

The  Doftor  a6ted  very  wifely  in  not  extending 
his  Period  any  farther  downwards,  than  150  Years, 
after  Chrift ;  for  he  knew  that  his  Caufe  would 
too  evidently  fuffer  by  an  Examination  of  the  Au¬ 
thors  that  immediately  followed;  whofe  Teftimo¬ 
ny  in  Favour  of  Epifcopacy  no  Arts  could  evade,, 
and  the  Authenticity  of  whofe  Writings  he  was  un¬ 
able  to  difpute.  I  fhall  notwithftanding  venture, 
with  his  Leave,  or  even  without  it,  to  ftep  over 
the  Line  which  he  has  marked  out  for  me,  for  a 
few  Moments,  to  point  out  feme  Paffages  in  thofe 
Authors,  that  are  diredly  to  my  Purpofe  ;  b»t 

'ftill 

§  Seti.  vi.  11  vii.  Seti*  vii.  f  xij. 
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ftill  confining  myfelf  within  the  Limits  of  the  fe- 
cond  Century. 

Hegesippus,  in  a  genuine  Fragment  of  his 
Works  preferved  by  Eufebius,  fays  :  when  I 

came  to  Rome,  I  compofed  a  Succeffion  (/.  e.  a 
Hiftory  of  the  Succeffion)  of  the  Biffiops  of  that 
City  to  the  Time  of  Anicetus  (about  the  Year 
152^)  whofe  Deacon  Eleutherus  was  at  that 
Time.  After  the  Death  of  Anicetus,  Soter  fuc- 
ceeded  him,  and  Eleutherus  fucceeded  Soter, 
&c  -f.”  The  regular  Succeffion  of  Biffiops,  in 
the  Time  of  Hegesippus,  we  fee,  was  fpoken  of, 
not  as  Novelty,  but  as  a  Thing  commonly  known  ; 
a'nd  in  compofing  his  ecclefiaftieal  Hiftory,  he  vi- 
fited  the  moft  eminent  Sees^  and  wrote  his  Ac¬ 
count  of  their  Biffiops  upon  the  Spot,  where  he 
had  the  Advantage,  not  only  of  common  Infor¬ 
mation,  but  of  confulting  the  Records  of  the 
Church. 

The  Three  Orders  of  Biffiops,  Priefts  and  Dea¬ 
cons,  are  frequently  mentioned  by  other  Writers 
of  the  fecond  Century.  Clemens  of  Alexandria, 
who  was  inftrufted  by  thofe  who  had  feen  the 
Apoftles§,  fays  :  There  are  many  other  Precepts 
concerning  the  eleft  (i,  e.  Chriftians)  which  are 
written  in  the  Scriptures  ;  fome  relating  to  Pref- 
byters,  fome  to  Biftiops,  and  others  again  to 
Deacons— -of  which  I  ffiall  take  another  Oppor- 
tunity  to  fpeakj.^’  Again  fays  he  :  ‘‘  In  the 
Church,  the  Orders  of  Billiops,  Priefts  and 

Deacons, 

*  Vide  Fabrlcii  Bihljog,  antlq.  Cap.  vli. 
f  Eufebii  Ecclef,  Hijl.  Lib.  iv.  Cap.  22. 

§  Stromata,  Lib.  I,  p.  201,  edit,  lieinjlutn* 

J  Pa;dagogus,  Lib,  iii,  p.  19^. 
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Deacons,  are,  I  fuppofe.  Imitations  of  the  angelic 
Glory;  and  of  that  CEconomy  which  the  Scrip- 
tures  fay  thofe  expedt,  who,  following  the  Steps 
ot  the  Apoftles,  have  lived  righteoufly,  accor- 
ding  to  the  Gofpel-j-.” 

If  we  go  on  to  Irenaeus,  we  fhall  find  him  boldly 
declaring:  We  can  reckon  up  thofe  whom  the 

Apoftles  ordained  Biftiopsinthefeveral  Churches, 
‘‘  and  their  Succeflbrs  down  to  own  our  Times. 
And  if  the  Apoftles  had  known  any  hidden  Myfte- 
ries— they  would  have  committed  them  to  thefe 
Men,  to  whom  they  committed  the  Churches 
themfelves.  For  they  were  very  defirous  that 
thofe  fiiould  be  perfeft  and  unblameable  in  all 
‘‘  Things,  whom  they  left  as  their  Succeftbrs,  and 
to  whom  they  committed  their  own  Authority  1|.” 
He  then,  as  an  Example,  enumerates  the  Succeflion 
of  Bifliops  at  Rome  in  the  following  Order  : 
Linus,  (inentioned  by  St.  Paul  in  his  Epiftle  to 
Timothy)  Anacletus,  Clemens,  Euariftus,  Alex¬ 
ander*,  Sixtus,  Telefphorus,  Hyginus,  Pius,  Ani- 
cetus,  Soter,  and  in  the  12th  Place  Eleutherius, 
who  w^as  the  Bifliop  at  that  Time.  And  in  another 
Place,  he  fpeaks  of  a  regular  Succeflion  of  Bilhops 

from 

t  Strom.  Lib.  vl,  p.  481.  The  famous  Origen,  who  was  the 
Dilciple  of  Clemens,  and  his  Succelfor  in  the  catechetical 
School  of  Alexandria,  makes  the  fame  Dihindions.  Although, 
he  lived  in  the  fecond  Century,  yet  as  he  wrote  not  until  the 
Beginning  of  the  third,  I  will  only  take  Notice  of  the  follow¬ 
ing  Paffage  ;  which  the  candid  Reader  will  excufe,  as  it  is 
given  in  a  Note.  “  More,  fays  he,  is  required  from  one  in 
“  my  Station  (of  a  Prelbyter)  than  from  a  Deacon  ;  and 
more  from  a  Deacon,  than  from  a  Layman.  But  more 
“  hill  is  required  from  him,  who  has,  in  ecclehallical  Mat- 
ters,  the  Sovereignty  over  all  of  us”— -meaning  the  Bilhop. 
Apud  Bev.  Cod.  Can.  Lib.  ii,  Cap.  xi.  Scd.  3. 

II  Adverfus  Ha;refcs,  Lib.  iiia  Cap.  3,  Ediej^er  Grs.be. 
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from  the  Apoftles,  as  an  eflential  Mark  of  the 
true  Church*'. 

These  Pafiages,  to  which  many  other  of  the 
like  Tendency,  from  Writers  of  the  fecond  Cen¬ 
tury,  might  have  been  eafily  added  §,  prove  diredtly 
and  immediately,  as  well  as  unanfwerably,  that 
throughout  the  fecond  Century,  Bifhops  were 
diftinft  from,  and  fuperior  to,  Prefbyters,  and  had 
the  chief  Government  of  the  Church  ;  and,  by 
necejfary  Confequence^  that  Ordination  was  their 
peculiar  Office.  For  there  never  was  in  Fa6l,  fo 
far  as  we  can  difcover  by  the  Light  of  Hiftory, 
nor  indeed  in  the  Nature  of  Things  can  there  be, 
an  epifcopal  Church,  wherein  any  other  than  epif- 
copal  Ordination  v/as,  or  can  be,  allowed  of.  In 
every  Society,  the  Appointment  and  the  Commif- 
fions  of  the  various  Degrees  of  Officers,  muft 
proceed  from  thofe  that  govern  it.  This  is  fo 
evident,  that  there  never  was,  I  believe,  an  Advo¬ 
cate  for  the  Prefbyterian  Parity,  but  would  readily 
grant,  that  whenfoever  and  wherefoever  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  Church  was  epifcopal,  the  Ordinations 
tvere  alfo* epifcopal.  Therefore  the  above-recited 
Paffages,  although  they  do  not  inform  us  of  any 
fingle  Ordinations  that  were  performed  by  Bifhops, 
yet'  do  more  *,  they  give  fufficient  Evidence,  that 
all  Ordinations  were  thus  performed. 

We  come  now  to  the  Cafe  of  the  TValdenfes.  It 
was  faid  in  tho,  jlppeal^x\\2it  until  the  Beginning  of  the 
Reformation,  no  Inftances  worthy  of  Notice  occur, 

P  to 

*Llb.  iv.  Cap,  43.  Seethe  learned  Dr.  Grabe’s  Notes,  in 
P*  343- 

§  Moil;  of  thefe  have  been  collcdedby  Bifliop  Pearfon,  in  lus 
V'rndiQice, 


to  favour  Ordination  by  Prelbyters.  The  Dodor 
alledged  the  Example  of  the  Waldenfes  to  the 
contrary.  I  replied,  that  it  appeared  from  Com- 
menius,  that  the  Waldenfes  pretended  always  to  be 
^.pifcopal,  and  that  the  Bohemians  applied  to  them 
Cj  juch,  for  Ordination  ;  which  they  would  not 
have  done,  had  there  been  Realon  fo  much  as  to 
fufpeil,  that  they  had  riot  the  Authority  that  was 
wanted.  And,  befides  the  Account  given  from  a 
very  refpedable  Writer  in  Anfwer  to  Mr.  Owen,  I 
quoted  Dr,  Molheim  and  Dr.  Allix,  the  latter ’of 
whom  probably  underftood  the  Waldenfian  Hiftory 
better  than  any  Writer  of  his  Time,  to  prove  that 
they  were  epifcopal. 

1  HE  Dodor  now,  in  p.  8i,  endeavours  to  fup- 
port  his  former  Affertion,  by  the  Affiftance  of 
Two  more  Authors.  The  firft  is  Paul  Perrin, 
whofe  Book  I  have  not  feen  ;  nor  does  he  fay,  or 
intirnate,  that  he  has  leen  it  himlelf.  But  if  he 
has  leen  it,  why  may  he  not  millake  that  -Author 
even  where  he  fpeaks  plainly,  as  he  does .  Bilhop 
Burnet  ?  Let  the  Reader  alfo  judge  how  far  his 
Teftimony  fhould  be  admitted  in  fuck  a  Cafe,  after 
he  has  reprefcnted  that,  in  the  Church  of  England, 
Prelbyters  have  as  much  Authority  to  ordam,  as 
Billiops.  But  Allix  and  Molheim  had  feen  Per¬ 
rin’s  Book,  and  they  both  believed  notwithftanding, 
that  the  Waldenfes  were  epifcopal :  From  whence 
I  infer,  that  Paul  Perrin  proves  not  the  .contraij. 

His  other  Author  is  that  famous  Epifcopalian, 
(he  Ihould  have  faid.  Leader  of  the  Puritans)  Dr. 
Reignolds,  [Reynolds]  who  more  than  equaled  in 
Learning  (becaufe  he  was  a  Puritan)  either  Mojheim 
sr  Dr.  Allix and  he  peremptorily  afHrms  in  his 

Leuer 
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Tuetter  to  Sir  F*  KnolF  (Knollys)  that  the  IFaldenfes 
were  of  the  fame  Opinion  with  Aerius  (the  Heretic) 
as  to  the  Identity  of  the  Order  of  Bifhops  and‘  Prejhy- 
ters.  This  is  pompous  indeed,  and  calculated  to 
lead  the  Reader  to  believe,  that  this  Letter  contains 
fuch  a  clear  and  particular  Account  of  the  Matter, 
as  would  convince  the  moft  ftubborn.  But  the  very 
Letter,  unlefs  I  am  greatly 'miftaken,  as  much  as 
the  Doftor  has  feen  of  it,  is  in  Neal’s  Hiftory'  of 
the  Puritans  ;  and  to  gratify  the  Reader’s  Curiofity, 
I  will  prefent  him  with  as  much  of  it  as  has  any 
Relation?  to  the  Subjeel.  All  that  have  laboured 
^  in  reforming  the  Church  for  1500  Years,  fays 
‘‘  the- Letter-Writer,  have  taught,  that,  all  Paftors,- 
be  they  intitled  Bifhops  or  Priefts,  have  equal 
Authority  and  Power  by  God’s  Word  as  ffrft 
^  the  Waldenfesl,  next  Marfilius  Pativinus,  &C'f-.’^ 
The  Reader  here  fees  the  whole  of  the  Evidence 
afforded  by  Reynolds  ;  and  feeble  as  it  is,  the  Do^lor 
is  forced' to  place  upon  it  a  great  Part  of  his  Confi¬ 
dence.  He  produces  nothing  but  a  Reference  to 
this  Extraft,  and  his  Account  of  Paul  Perrin’s 
Hiftory,  to  oppofe  to  the-  great  Names  of  Allix: 
and  Mofheim. 


Here  Imi^tTafely  reft  the  Matter  ;  but  as  it- 
is  now  in  my  Way,  I  will  farther  confirm  v/hat  I 
think  already  well  eftabliflied,  by  one  or  two  ancient 
Authorities,  out  of  the  many  I  have  at  Handi 
In  an  ancient  Ahridgem^ent  of  the  Opinions  of  the 
JValdenfes^  recorded  by at  the  Year  1160,, 
it  is  faid  :  They  abfolutely  deny  the  Pope’s  Pri- 
macy  over  all  Churches,  and  more  efpecially 
his  Power  over  all  Policies,  that  is,  his  Power 
of  both  Swords  ;  neither  do  they  hold,  that  any 
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“  other  Orders  ought  to  be  retained  in  the  Church, 
“  but  thofe  of  Priefts,  Deacons  and  Bifhops  t.’’ 
And  Mr.  Limborch  produces  out  of  the  Book  of 
the  Sentences  of  the  Inquifition  of  Tholoufe,  paffed 
in  that  Court,  from  the  Year  1307  to  1323,  the 
following  Charge,  which,  among  many  others’  was 
brought  by  the  Inquifitors  againft  the  Waldenfes, 
viz.  That  they  held  “  that  in  the  Church  there 
“  are  hut  three  Orders,  namely,  Bilhops,  Priefts 
_  ‘‘  and  Deacons*.”  When  the  Doftor  lhall  have 
invalidated  thefe  antient  Authorities,  by  ftiewing, 
either  that  they  are  certainly  interpolated  or  fpurious\ 
or  that  they  are  no  Evidence  of  what  they  are 
alledged  to  prove,  others  lhall  be  at  his  Service. 

On  the  Subjeft  of  Confirmation  he  fays  but  lit¬ 
tle.  He  had  objefted  againft  the  Praftice  in  the 
Words  of  the  DiJJenting  Gentleman^  and  I  had 
anfwered  him  in  the  Words  of  Mr.  White.  He 
now  requefts  the  Reader,  and  I  heartily  join  in  the 
Requeft,  that  he  would  compare  the  Ohjehiions 
and  the  Anfiwer  f  and  if  the  latter  will  not  be 
found  adequate  to  the  former,  I  can  only  fay  that 
I  am  greatly  miftaken.  He  concludes  with  decla- 
ting,  that  Mr.  Xowgood  was  a  Man  of  much 
greater  Abilities  than  Mr.  White,  and  Mr.  Peirce 
than  Dr.  Grey.  One  Reafon  for  this  Opinion  is 
obvious ;  Mr.  Tow  good  was  a  Dijfenting  Gentle- 
many  and — fo  was  Mr.  Peirce  1).  His 

t  Remarks  upon  the  ancient  Churches  of  Piedmont,  by  Dr. 
Allix,  p.  139. 

*  HiJ^ory  of  tlie Inquifition,  Vol.  i,Book  i,  Chap.  8,  tran^ 
ilatcd  by  S.  Chandler.  Let  the  learned  Reader  alio  confult 
Ufher’s  elaborate  Work,  de  Chrijiianarum  Ecclefiarum  SucceJJtoru 
it  StatUy  Cap.  vi,  et  viii,  where  he  will  find  the  fame  Point 
mod  abundantly  and  unanlwerably  proved. 

j|  Perhaps  this  may  be  difputed.  Dr.  Troughear  fays  ; 

‘‘  it  is  well  known,  that  Mr*  Feircs  of  Exeter^  who  frstendedt 
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His  next  Seftion  contains  all  that  he  fays  ia 
Reply  to  five  Seftions  of  the  Appeal  defended^  writ¬ 
ten  in  Support  of  as  many  Seflions  of  the  Appeal ; 
wherein  it  was  fhewn,  that  without  an  Epilcopate 
the  Church  of  England  in  the  Colonies  muft  ne- 
ceffarily  be  without  Ordination,  Confirmation  and 
a  regular  Government— that  fo  confiderable  a  Part 
of  a  national  Church,  fuffering  fo  long  under  the 
Want  of  its  own  Inftitutions,  was  an  unparalleled 
Cafe-— and  that  Application  for  an  Epifcopate  at 
that  Time  was  apprehended  to  be  peculiarly  fea- 
fonable,  for  many  Reafons  that  were  there  aflign- 
ed,  and  particularly  on  Account  of  the  American 
Heathens,  whofe  Cafe  was  largely  explained. 
Thefe  Subjefts  all  directly  tended  to  the  Point  in 
Hand,  and  were  neceffary  Parcs  of  fuch  a  Publi¬ 
cation  as  the  Appeal ;  and  as  fo  little  is  now  faid 
relating  to  them  by  my  perfevering  Antagonift, 
what  was  advanced  in  thofe  Seftions  may  now  he 
confidered  as  generally  eftabliflied.  But  notwith- 
ftandin^  their  being  thus  fecure,  I  fhall  attend  to 
the  few  ftragling  Exceptions  ftill  remaining,  that 
have  any  Appearance  of  Force  or  Plaufibility. 

In  this  Number  can  hardly.be  included  what  is 
faid  in  p.  86,  in  Oppofition  to  an  Obfervation 
made  in  the  Appeal^  that  none  but  Bifliops  have  a 
Right  to  govern  the  Church.  This  Propofition  was 
affirmed  of  the  Church  in  its  fimple,  original  State, 
confidered  barely  as  a  fpiritual  Society  *,  and  the 

Government 

to  be  a  Prefbytenan,  or  independent  Teacher  or  Minider 
there,  was  not  only  a  but  an  Heretic  too,  and  had 

his  Followers  as  fuch.’’  See  his  Legacy,  &c.  p.  9.  He 
fays  alfo  :  “  After  he  (Mr.  Peirce)  had  been  a  Preacher  in  a 
Conventicle  for  many  Years  he  declared  himfelf  an  Arian, 
and  was  difeovered  to  have  been  all  the  Time  a  JeJuit  in 
Difguife.”  Ibid.  p.  33. 
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Government  Ipoken  of  was  evidently  fuch  as  is- 
purely  fpiritud.  The  Doftor  objefted  that  the 
Church  of  England-  has  no  Authority  of  a  Ipiri— 
tual  Nature,  becaufe  She  acknowledges  all  Man¬ 
ner  of  Jurifdidtion  to  flow  from  the  Crown.  In- 
flead  of  a-  diredt  Reply  to  the  Objeftion  in  thaP 
Place,  it  was  thought  proper  to- refer  the  Reader 
back,  to  where  the  Subjed  had  been  formally 
confidered  "j-,.  and  where  it  was  clearly  proved  that 
the  Supremacy  of  the  Crown  was  never  thought 
to  include  fpirituah  Power,  in  the  Senfe  of  the 
Objedioni  And'  I  ftill  think  '^■it  would'  have  been' 
‘  paying  but  an  ill  Compliment  to  the  Reader’s 
‘  Underftanding,’  to  repeat  to  him  what  had  been, 
faid  but  5p-  Pages  before  ;  And  I  beg  Liberty  a  - 
gain  to  refer  to  it,  as  a  fufficient  Refutation  of  all; 
the  Dodor  laid  on  the  Subjed  in  his  Anfwer,  p.  56j, 
and  of  all  he  now  fays  in  his  Reply,  p.  86,, and  in?- 
deed'of  all  that  he  can.  fay.. 

Nor  do  I'  think  it  worth  while-  to  follow  Kim’ 
through  his  Difquifition-  about  the  Head  of  a- 
Thing,  and  the  Middle  of  it :  Not  that  I  mean  to 
retrad  what  I  faid  about  his  miftaking  one  for  the- 
other,  but  beeaufc’  it  can  be  of  no  Confequence  to* 
our  Readers.  I  had’  advanced,  in  what,  if  he 
pleafes,  he  may  call  xh^  Head  of  my  third  Sedion, 
this  general’  Propofition,  that  without  Bifhops  the 
Church  of  England  in*  America  muft  be  without 
Government.  This  Propofition,  I  obferved,  was 
not  meant  abfolutely  and  ftridly,  but  in  a  quali¬ 
fied  Senfe.  The  Dodor  objeded  to  this  in  hij 
Anfwer ;  to  which  it  was  faid  in  Reply,  that  it  is 
^  agreeable  to  ftrid  Method,  firft  to  lay  down  a 
‘  general  Propofition,  and  then  to  mark  out  the 

^  Exceptiona. 
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*  Exceptions  and  Limitations  with  which  it  is  to  be 
underftood.’  He  now  rejoins,  p.  89,  that  it  is 
neither  confident  with  Method,  or  (nor)  good  Senfc 
.to  limit  a  Profo/ition  that  is  not  capable  of  Limita- 
4ion.  I  know  of  no  general  Propofition  that  is  in- 
'Capable  of  Limitation.  Indeed  ttniverfal  Propo¬ 
rtions,  in  Stridlnefs,  do  not  admit  of  Limitation  ; 
!.but  yet,  as  they  are  fometimes  ufed  by  the  mod  cor- 
redl  Writers  and  Speakers,  they  mud  be  taken  in 
.a  qualified  Senfe.  The  Pfalmid  fays  ;  They  are 
all  gone  out  of  the  Way,  they  are  altogether 
“  become  abominable  1  there  is  none  that  doeth 

j  ^  ^ 

.good,  no  not  oneJ^  And  yet  this  Propofition, 
predicated  of  the  Children  of  Men,”  although 
it  be  an  univerfal  Affirmative,  guarded  both  by 
pofitive  and  negative  Terms,  was  never  true  in 
.any  other  than  a  limited  Senfe.  But  as  to  general 
Propofitions,  as  diftinguilhed  from  univerfal  ones, 
a  Capacity  of  Limitation  is  effential  to  their  Na¬ 
ture  ;  for  a  Propofition  that  admits 'of  no  Lirni- 
tation,  is  not  general^  But  univerfal  However, 
the  Limitation  of  which  a  general  Propofition  is 
.always  capable,  is  not  always  required.  For, 

‘  As  to  Ordination,  the  general  Propofition, 
^  that  without  Bifhops  the;  Church  of  England  in 
America  mufl  be  without  Ordination,  is  true 
‘  without  any  Exception,^  or  Limitation.  In  Anf- 
wer  to  this  the  Doftor  faid,  that  notwithftandins; 
our  Want  of  Bifhops,  we  might  have  the  Ordina¬ 
tion  we  wanted  in  America,  attended  with  fome 
Inconvenience  and  Charge,  This,  confidered  as  an 
Anfwer  to  the  Complaint,  I  thought  amounted  to 
faying,  that  we  might  have  Ordination  in  America^ 
By  having  it  in  England,  Dr.  Chauncy  fays  in 
Reply,  the  Do  If  or  is  here  illogically  infenfible  that 
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he  is  Sneering  at  hjmfelf.  p.  90.  That  I  am  here 
Ineering  at  myfelf,  I  am  truly  infenfible  ;  but  whe¬ 
ther  my  Inlenfibility  be,  according  to  this  admi¬ 
rable  Diftinclion,  of  the  logical  or  illogical  Kind, 
muft  be  left  to  the  Decifion  of  the  learned  Rea- 
The  Complaint  was,  that  Ordination  cannot 
be  had  at  all  in  America,  and  that  a  Voyage  to 
England  for  that  Purpofe  it  attended  with  great 
Inconvenience,  Danger  and  Expence.  What  could 
put  it  into  the  Dodlor’s  Head  to  difpute  this,  and 
to  oppofe  it  with  a  Number  of  Diftinftions,  which 
after  all  amounted  to  no  more  than  faying,  that 
Overnight  have  Ordinations  in  America  by  having 
them  in  England,  I  am  unable  to  conceive.  ' 

But  we  are  now  fhewn  that  there  is  no  Reafon 
foi  Cither  Part  of  the  Complaint ;  and  we  are  di- 
refted  how  we  may  have  Ordination  in  America, 
without  having  it  in,  or  from,  England.  Not- 
withjianding  this  mighty  Outcry,  there  are  at  leajl 
two  Bifhops  now  refiding  in  Britijh  America,  one  in 
the  North,  the  other  in  the  South  Part  of  it,  from 
either  of  which  it  is  reafon  able  to  think,  the  epij co¬ 
pal  Office  might  be  conveyed,  with  inconteflible  Vali¬ 
dity,  to  a.n  epifcopal  Prejbyter  ;  which  would,  at  once, 
put  an  End  to  all  farther  Complaint  of  the  Expence 
and  Hazard  in  going  to  England  to  have  Ordination 
in  America,  p.  91.  We  do  not  difpute  the  Vali¬ 
dity  or  Orders  given  by  any  true  Bilhop,  whether 
he^  be  Moravian  or  Papift  ;  and  I  had  rather  re¬ 
ceive  Ordination  from  fuch  an  one,  than  from  all 

or  Prcfbyteries,  in  the  Chriffian 
World.  But  we  have  other  Objections  againlt 
applying  either  to  thfe  Moravians  or  Papifts,  fome 
or  which,  as  the  Dodtor  appears  to  be  ferious,  I 
will  mention. 

I.  We 
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1.  We  are  neither  Moravians  nor  Papifts  our- 
felves ;  and  therefore  we  cannot  confiftently  think 
of  making  this  Application  to  them,  until  we  have 
no  Profped  of  Relief  from  the  Bilhops  of  that 
Church  to  which  we  belong. 

2.  Such  an  Application,  before  we  know  that 
our  Petition  for  Bifliops  will  be  abfolutely  and  fi¬ 
nally  rejefled,  much  more  while  there  is  a  fair 
Proiped:  of  its  Succefs,  might  be  conftrued  as  tin- 
dutiftd,  both  by  our  civil  and  eCclefialtical  Gover¬ 
nors,  whom  Providence  has  placed  over  us,  and 
to  whom  we,  the  Clergy  in  particular,  have  fworn 
to  behave  dutifully  and  obediently. 

It  would  be  Ichilinatical.  "^^e  Ihould  there¬ 
by  feparate  and  withdraw  ourfelves  from  that 
found  Part  of  the  Catholic  Church,  which  juftly 
claims  us  as  its  Members,  and  is  intitled  to  our 
Obedience.  And  we  look  upon  Schifm  in  the 
Church  of  Chrift  to  be  as  criminal  as  it  was  in  the 
Jewiflt  Church,  although  it  be  not  immediately 
pumlhed  by  the  like  vifible  Interpofitions  of  Hea¬ 
ven.  We  look  upon  Schilm  in  the  Church  to 
have  much  of  the  fame  Nature  with  Rebellion  in 
the  State  ;  and  the  Guilt  of  both  is  lb  flagrant  in 
our  Opinion,  that  we  conftantly  pray  in  our  Lita- 
nany,  to  be  preferved  from  it— “  from  all  falfe 
“  Dodrince,  Herefy  and  Schifm;'  as  well  as 
from  all  Sedition,  privy  Confpiracy  and  Rebel- 
lionf  Were  the  Britilh  Colonies  independent 
of  their  Parent-Kingdom,  the  Epifcopalians  in 
this  Country  would  be  a  Society  independent  of 
the  national  Church  ;  and  in  that  Cafe  they  mio-hc 
fcek  for  an  Epifcopate  from  any  Part  of  the  Globe, 
Aiom  v.'hich  they  could  exped  moft  eafily  to  obtain 

it. 
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But  fuch  an  Independency  they  do  not  affeft— 
they  wifh  not  to  fee  ;  they  defire  no  more  than  the 
common  Rights  of  Britifh  SubjeSls,  and  the  com¬ 
mon  Privileges  of  their  Fellow-Chriftians ;  or,  in 
other  \Vords,  fuch  a  'toleration  2^1,  the  Government 
allows  to  the  DilTenters  from  its  own  religious  Ef- 
tablirhment. 

/ 

4.  We  have  alfo  a  great  Regard  for  the  ancient 
Canons  of  the  Church,  which  required  that  ^hret 
Bifliops  fhculd  infpofe  Hands  at  the  Ordination  of 
a  Bifliop.  Although  this  rhay  not  be  abfoluteJy 
neceffary,  yet  it  has  been  always  canonical ;  and  we 
have  fuch  a  Veneration  for  the  Church  in  its  pri¬ 
mitive  Ages,  that  we  would  rather  fubmit  tfo  the 
Trouble  of  going  to  any  Part  of  Europe  for  an 
Epifcopate,  than  depart  from  the  Example  She 
has  fet  us  efpecially  in  the  Confecration  of  our 
jirjl  Bifliops,  from  whence,  in  that  Cafe,  all  our 
future  ones  would  probably  proceed.  Now  the 
Bifliops  in  the  Britifli  Colbnies  are  but  Two ;  and 
they  are  fo  remote  from  each  other,  and  their  Prin¬ 
ciples,  as  well  as  Interefts,  are  in  many  Refpefts 
fo  oppofite,  that  it  would  be  extreme  difficult  to 
perfuade  them  to  come  together,  and  to  join  in  fuch 
a  Confecration, 

5.  The  Bifliop  of  Canada  and  the  Moravian 
Bifliop  in  Pennfylvania,  are  both  Britifli  Subjefts, 
and  both  tolerated  by  a  peculiar  Indulgence  j  and 
they  would  probably  conceive  it  to  be  very  unbe¬ 
coming  in  them,  without  the  Confent  of  Govern¬ 
ment,  to  convey  the  epifcopal  Character  to  the 
Church  of  England  in  the  Colonies,  the  Tendency 
of  which  would.be  to  render  it  independent  of  the 
national  Church.  And  before  the  Government 

would 
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would  confent  to  this,  it  would  undoubtedly  con- 

{ent  to  our  having  an  Epifcop^te  in  fuch  a  Manner 

as  is  requefted,. 

*  • 

Thus  our  not  having-  applied  to  the  Moravians 
or  Papifts  for  a  Bifhop  hitherto,  has  been  a  Mat¬ 
ter  both,  of  Prudence  and  Confcience -,  -and  the 
following  Refledtions  are  very  unjuft,  and  very  un¬ 
charitable.,  It  may  reafonably,  and  will  be  firongly 
fufpeSed,.  fays  the  Dodlor,  Something  more  than 
that  which  is  purely  fpiritual  is ,  hankered  after,  if 
the-  poor  Church  of  England  in  the  Colonies,  is  fuf- 
fered  to  continue  in  a  lamentably  perifhing  Condition 
for  Want  of  a  Bifhop,  when  She  may  have  one,  with- 
out  any  Hazard  of  Life,  and  at  a  fmall  Expence  of 
Pocket,  by  only  repairing  to  an  American  Bifhop.- 
Surely  the  Cry  of  Diftrefs  and  Mifery,  for  Want  of 
a  purely  fpkitual  Bifhop,  will  he  difregarded,  as  it 
ought  to  be,  until  it  be  made  evident,  that  due  Ap¬ 
plication  has  been  made  to  one  or  other  of  the  conti¬ 
nental  Bijhops,  and  that  they  have  refufed  to  confe- 
crate  a  Bifhop  for  the  Colonies,  or  to  ordain  Candi¬ 
dates  for  holy  Orders.,  If  the  epifcopal  Clergy  had.  . 
been  as  zealous  in  their-  Application  to  the  Bijhops*  in 
America,,  as  they  have  been  elfewhere,  they  might 
without  all  Doubt,  have  had  one  from  among  them- 
felves  vejled  with  the  epifcopal  .Powers  of  Ordination- 
and  Government  long  before,  now.  p.  92. 

The  Doftor  now  takes  a  Leap  over  more  than 
20  Pages  of  my  Defence,,  and  lights  down  upon 
that  Part  of  it,  where  the  Society's  offering  to  de¬ 
fray  the  Expences  of  going  to  England  for  Ordi¬ 
nation  was  confidere.d.  He  complains  bitterly,  p. 
93,  of  what  he  calls  the  fcurrilous  Treatment  he 
teceiyed  in.  one  of  the  Ne-w-lfork  periodical  Papers^ 

on 
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on  Account  of  his  Anfwer  to  what  I  had  faid  of  the 
Expenfivenefs  of  fuc^i  a  Voyage  to,  our  Candidates. 
As  I  was  not  the  Writer  of  that  Paper,  I  will 
leave  it  to  the  Author  to  defend  it,  if  he  thinks 
proper,  or  to  give  theDoftor  Satisfaftion.  But  he 
complains  bitterly  of  me  too,  for  having  remarked 
upon  it  in  a  Manner  much  below  the  Gentleman.,  not 
to  fay  the  Chrijiian  Divine.  How  the  Matter  was, 
will  appear  prefently.  He  hopes  the  Reader  will 
hear  with  him,  while  he  explains  the  Affair  ;  and 
I  hope  the  Reader  will  alfo  bear  with  me,  while  f 
confider  that  Explanation. 

What  relates  to  this  Subjed  in  the  Dodor's 
former  Pamphlet,  is  in  p.  8i,  in  the  following 
'Vhoxds.  Another  Reafon  (of  Complaint)  is,  ‘the 
‘  Expence  of  the  Voyage,  which  cannot  be  reck-. 
‘  oned  at  lefs,  upon  an  Average,  than  One  Hun- 
‘  dred  Pounds  Sterling  to  each  Perfon.’  And  this 
is  aggravated  by  the  Confider ation,  that  ‘  the  Ex- 
‘  pence  muft  generally  fall  upon  fuch,  as,  having 
‘  already  expended  the  greateft  Part  of  their  Pit-, 

‘  tance,  in  their  Education,  will  find  it  extremely 
‘  hard  to  raife  a  fufficient  Sum  for  the  Purpofe.’  I 
candidly  fuppofe  the  Dr.  had  never  Jeen,  or,  if  he 
had,  did  not  remember  at  the  Dime  of  writing,  the 
Account  of  the  Society,  .publijhed  in  1 706,  in  which, 
they  fay  p.  74,  “  all  young  Students  in  thofe  Parts 
“  (meaning  the  Colonies)  who  defire  epifcopal  Ordi- 
“  nation,  are  invited  into  England;  ahd  their- 
“  Expences  in  coming  and  returning  are  to  be 
“  defrayed  by  the  Society.”  According  to  this  In¬ 
vitations,  there  is  no  Hardjhip.  as  to  the  Article  of 
“  Expence,”  that  can  be  complained,  of,  unlefs  ab- 
furdly,  but  by  the  Society  thenifelves  ;  and  they  cannot 
have  jufi  Reafon  for  Complaint,  as  the  Money  they 
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expend  in  this  Way  is  as  properly  hejlowed^  as  in  Sup¬ 
port  of  the  Mijfionaries  themfelves. 

Before  the  Reader  proceeds  farther,  I  beg  of 
him  to  review  this  Paffage,  and  to  mark  its  appa¬ 
rent  Defign  and  Tendency.  Is  it  not  maniteftly 
worded  in  fiich  a  Manner,  as  to  excite  the  Idea, 
that  the  Voyage  to  England  is  not  expenfive  to  the 
Candidates  I  know  of  feveral,  that  upon  reading 
the  Paffage,  underftood  that  the  Dodlor  abfolutely 
affirmed  this  ;  and  I  know  of  but  one  Perfon,  who 
at  firft:  perceived  that  he  did  not  affirm  it.  It  had 
been  afferted,  that  the  Expence  upon  an  Ave- 
^  rage  was  no  lefs  than  lOo  Sterling  to  each 
^  Perfon  does  not  the  Anfwer  lead  one  to  be- 
lieve  that  it  is  not  a  Farthing?  Nay  does  it  not  ^  ap- 
'  pear  to  be  artfully  calculated  to  lead  the  Reader 
‘  alfo  to  believe  fomething  farther  *,  namely,  that 
^  concerning  a  plain  Matter  of  Fa6l,  with  Regard 
^  to  which  it  is  impoffible  that  any  Miffionary  can 
■  be  miftaken,  I  publiffied  to  the  World  an  ,ab- 
^  folute  wilful  Falfehood  ?’---and  that  I  wasYo  ^  a- 
‘  bominably  ftupid,’  as  to  publiffi  a  Falfehood 
^  which  was  known  to  be  fuch,  not  only  by  every 
‘  Miffionary  on  the  Continent,  but  by  every  Mem- 
^  ber  of  the  Society  both  here  and  at  home,  and 
^  by  every  Bifhop  in  the  Kingdom  §  ?’  Tliis  is 
what  I  afferted  ^  and  the  Affertion  is  true,  that  to 
me  it  had  that  Appearance.  It  was  not  affirmed 
that  the  Doftor  intended^  but  only  that  1  feared  it 
was  his  Intention,  to  lead  his  Readers  thus  to  con¬ 
ceive  of  me.  The  Sufpicion,  if  there  had  been 
po  Foundation  for  it,  would,  I  confefs,>  have  been 
injurious  to  his  Charader,  as  fuch  Condud  is  in- 
(:onfiftent  with  common  Honefty  ^  but  as  the 

Words, 
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Words,  in  my  Opinion,  naturally  iiiggefted  it,  anti 
I  had  no  other  Way  of  judging  of  his  Defign,, 
than  from  the  natural  Tendency  and  the  known* 
Effeft  of  the  Pafi'age,  he  has.  no  Reafon  to  com¬ 
plain  ;  as  I  formed  my  Judgment  according  to  thp- 
Evidence  which  he  himfelf  afforded. 

My  Reprefentation  of  the  Expenfivenefi  of  the^ 
Voyage  to  Candidates  I  knew  to  be  true  ;  he  could 
not  know  it  to  be  falfe,  or  unfair  why  then  did  he- 
difpute  it  And  by  difputing  it,,  why  would  he^ 
appear  ta  contradift  me  ?  By  alledging  againft  me^ 
the  Society’s  Invitation  to,  Candidates  in  1*706,  he* 
appeared  to  fay,  while*  he  feemed  careful  to,  avoid 
expreisly  faying,,  what  was  yet  ftrongly  infinuated* 
by  the  whole  Strudiure  of  the  Paragraph,  that  the* 
Expence  fell  upon  the  Society,  and  not  upon  the,* 
Candidates..  He  knew  that  if  what  was  thus  art-., 
fully  infinuated’ was  received  as  true,  what  I  afferted, 
muft  have  been  received  as  falfe ;  and  that  1  muft 
have  been  thought  aLiar,in  a  Cafe  wherein  I  could; 
not  poffibly  have  been  miftaken,  and  confequently  a-i 
wtlftil  Liaiv  In  this  View  of  the  Cafe,  bis  fup- 
pofing  that  I  had  not  feen,^  or  had  forgotten^  the 
Society’s  Invitation,  was  no.  more  than  fuppofing,^ 
that  I  did  not  recolleft  that  fuch  Evidence  was  in; 
the  Hands  of  the  Public,  as  was  a  Proof  of  the- 
Falfenefs  of  my  AlTertion.  A  very  candid,  and 
charitable  Suppofition  truly  ! 

He  conceits  that  I  was  inconfiftent  with  myfelf,. 
in  pretending  to  fufped:  him  in  this  Manner,  while 
I  allowed  that  he  candddly  fuppofed  I  had  not  feen 
the  Society’s  Invitation.  But  to  fpeak  plainly, 
and  without  a  Figure,  I  did  not  imagine  that  there 
was  Candor  in  any  Part  of  the  Aifair.  The  Word. 

candidly 
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candidly  was  his  own;  I  ufed  it  as  fuch^with  the 
Mark  of  Quotation,  and  returned  it  to  him  in  an 
ironical  Senfe.  In  Order  to  heighten  the  Irony,  I 
introduced  it  with a  Word  of  my  own,  lay¬ 
ing  that  he  VERY  candidly  made  the  Suppofition  ; 
which  ironical  Ufe  of  the"  Word  I  would  not  Ivxvc 
made,  I  affure  him,  had' I  imagined  it  could  have 
poffibly  been  miftaken. 


In  explaining  himfelf  upon  the  Subject  he  now 
declares,  in  thefe  Words  :  in^dire^  Contradiction  to 
this  ACKNOWLEDGED  Candor,  he*  (Dr.  Chandler) 
would  lead  the  Reader  to  thinks  that  it  was  my  In¬ 
tention  to  TCprefent  him  as  an  abominably  Jiuptd 
Liar.  It  was  in  L ruth  my  real  DefigHj  explicitly  as 
well  as  candidly  fignijied.,  to  guard  fnm  againjl  enter¬ 
taining  any  fuch  I  bought,  p.  97-  Some  People 
have  a  ftrange  Way  of  puting  their  Defigns  in 
Execution.  What  the  Dodtor  fays  was  his  Delign, 
I  candidly  believe  to  be  true,  in  the  Senfe  wherein 
he  means  it.  *But  whether  I,  -  or  a  common  Rea¬ 
der,  can  come  at  that  determinate  Senfe,  there  is 
Room  to  doubt.  A  Man  may  be  a  Lm\  and  yet 
not  a  Jlupid  one  ;  he  may  be  Jiupidj  and  yet  not 
abominably  jftupid  :  And  whether  he  means,  that  he 
endeavoured  to  guard  againft  the  Reader’s  con* 
ceiving  of  me  as  a  or  as  a  Jiupid  Liar ,  or 

only  as  an  abominably  ftupid  one,  he  has  not  faid 
with  fufficient  Precifion.  And  why  fhould  he  have 
endeavored  to  guard  againft  this,  if  he  was  not 
confcious  of  having  faid  what  would  otherwife  tend 
to  lead  into  the  Miftake  ? 


That  I  made  not  a  fair  Reprefentation  of  the 
Matter,  he  ftill  infinuates,  without  pofitively  af-‘ 
firming.  For^  fays  he,  though  I  neither  faid.,  nor 

intended 
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intended  to  fay  it  before^  I  fay  it  now  in  plain  Words ^ 
that  he  did  not  declare  the  Truth— what  ? 
■Why  if)  he  intended  to  make  his  Readers  believe^ 
agreeably  to  the  evident  Import  of  his  Words,  ^  that 
the  Expence  of  the  Voyage  to  England  for  Or- 
deis,  was,  to  each  Perlon,’  out  of  his  own  Poc¬ 
ket  nvithout  Exception,  ^  One  Hundred  Pounds 
Sterling,’  I  never  meant  to  fay  this  ;  nor  do  my 
^Vords  import,  that  without  Exception,  every  Can¬ 
didate  expended  in  his  Voyage  to  England  f,  loo 
Sterling,  out  of  his  own  Pocket.  I  knew  \Try  well, 
that  evei y  Candidates  Pocket  does  not  contain 
lOo  Sterling,  and  that  what  it  does  not  contain 
cannot  be^  expended  out  of  it.  But  this  I  faid, 
that  the  Expence  of  the  Voyage,  on  an  Average, 
is  f.  loo  Sterling  to  each  Candidate  ;  it  being^to 
fome  more,  and  perhaps  to  fome  a  little  lefs.  This 
Expence  has  never  been  defrayed  by  the  Society  ; 
the  Candidates  have  generally  born  it  themfelves  : 
But  in  thofe  Inftances  wherein  they  have  been  un¬ 
able,  Donations  for  that  Purpofe  have  been  made 
by  their  Friends,  or  Money  has  been  advanced  by 
the  Congregations  in  which  they  were  to  officiate ; 
and  in  this  Cafe  it  is  moft  commonly  deducted  af¬ 
terwards,  if , they  live  to  return,  either  wholly  or 
partly  from  the  flipulated  Salary,  fo  that  thus  far 
it  finally  falls  upon  the  Candidates  themfelves. 


But  it  feems  that,  in  New-England,  it  is  com¬ 
mon  for  Candidates  to  be  much  ajfifted  in  their  Voy- 
age.  This  much  Affiftance,  except  in  the  Cafe  be¬ 
fore  mentioned,  feldom  amounts  to  more  than  the 
Sea- Stores  for  the  PafTage  to  England,  if  I  have 
been  rightly  informed.  But  fuppofing  it  to  be 
Otherwife,  f.  loo  Sterling  is  the  Expence  attend¬ 
ing  the  Voyage  of  each  Candidate  j  and  whether 

It 
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it  falls  upon  himfelf,  or  his  Friends,  or  his  future 
Congregation,  it  does  not  weaken  the  Complaints 
What  an  intolerable  Burthen  would  the  Congrega- 
tionalifts  in  New-England  efteem  it,  if  every  Or¬ 
dination  of  theirs  was  loaded  with  the  Expence  of 
£.  loo  Sterling,  to  be  paid,  either  by  the  Candi¬ 
date,  or  his  Friends,  or  the  Congregation  ?  Were 
this  the  Cafe,  if 'I  know  my  own  Heart,  I  fliould 
be  afliamed  of  appearing  to  oppofe,  but  would 
heartily  join  in  promoting  any  proper  Plan  for 
their  Relief. 

I 

As  to  the  Defence  of  the  Dodor’s  Conduft,  in ' 
the  Inftance  under  Confideration,  attempted  by 
the  Author  of  ‘  a  fiUitious  Letter  from  a  Mem- 
‘  ber  of  the' Society,’  (the  Letter  is  called  jiSliti- 
cus,  becaufe  the  only  Member  of  the  Society,  with 
the  initial  Letters  of  whofe  Name  it  was  figned, 
difavowed  it  with  abhorrence)  I  am  not  fenfible 
that  I  faid  any  Thing  relating  to  it,  that  was  in- 
confiftent  with  the  Charadter  of  a  Gentleman  or 
Chriftian  Divine.  What  I  faid  was,  that  without 

*  an  abler  and  fairer  Advocate’  than  the  Author 
of  that  Letter,  ‘  the  Dodlor’s^  Reputation  muft 

*  fuffer,’  by  the  Charge  of  Ralfehood,  which  a 
Writer  in  one  of  our  periodical’Papers  had  brought 
againft  him,  on  Account  of  the  PalTage  that  is 
ftill  before  us.  The  Falfehood  charged  upon  him 
was,  his  publifhing  “  that  all  the  Candidates  for 
“  holy  Orders  in  the  Church  of  England,  have 
“  the  Expences  of  the  .Voyage  home  paid  by  the 
“  Society  The  Dodtor  did  not  diredtly  fay 
this ;  but  the  above-mentioned  Writer  thought,  as 
moft  People  did,  that  he  attempted  to  prove  it,  and 
that  attempting  publickly  to  prove  a  Falfehood, 

R  ,  was 
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‘was  equal  to  fuUiJhing  a  Falfehood,  and  might 
juftly  be  called  fo.  'It  had  been  alledged  bylhe 
Doftor  as  a  Mediurtt  of  Proof  that  the  Voyage  to 
England  was  not  expenfive,  as  was  reprefented  ifi 
the  Appeal,  that  the  Society  publilhed  fuch  an  In- 
-vit'ation  to  Candidates  in  -ijoS,  as  he  mentioned. 
The  Fa61;  was  -not  denied  ;  but  fuch  an  Applica¬ 
tion  of  it  was  the  Objedt  -ef  the  Cenfure.  The 
Vindication  therefore  that  took  no  Notice  of  this 
wrong  Application,  -fell  fhort  of  the  Accufation 
on  which  Account  it  was  imperfedt  and  feeble,  and 
infufficient  to  fecure  the  Reputation  that  was  at 
Stake. 

The  Dodlor  -affedts  to  think  that  the  Society’s 
invitation  in  1706  is  flill  binding  to  them,  unlefs 
it  has  been  formally  recalled.  But  as  it  was  not 
■exprelTed  in  Words  that  extended  it  forward,  it 
expired  of  Courfe.  It  appears  upon  the  Face  of 
the  Invitation,  that  it  was  only  an  occahonal.  Adt. 
All  is  exprefled  in  the  prefent  Time,  without  a 
Tingle  Wopd  to  intimate  an  Intention  of  its  being 
n  Handing  and  perpetual  Rule.  I  believe  that  e- 
very  Vote  -  or  Law  of  a  Body  Corporate,  that  is 
defigned  for  Continuance,  has  fome  Words  that 
clearly  exprefs  that  Defign  ^  and  where  no  fuch 
Words  are  ufed,  that  it  is  always  underftood  to  be 
only  occafional,  or  to  ferve  for  the  prefent  Time. 
But,  fays  the  Dodlor,  the  Society  Five  or  Six  Years 
afterwards  ordered  the  fame  Account,  &c.  contain¬ 
ing  this  Invitation,  to  be  reprinted  with  a  Conti¬ 
nuation;  fo  that  the  Invitation,  by  their  Order, 
•^zs.  printed  and  reprinted  d  From  whence  he  would 
have  his  Readers  to  infer,  at  leaft,  that  the  Invi¬ 
tation  was  in  Force  Five  or  Six  Years  after  it  was’ 
firfl:  made.  But  the  Book  might  have  been  order- 
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ed  to  be  reprinted,  without  any  particular  View  to 
tjiis  PaflageV  and  the  Paflage  might  have  been 
defignedly  prefented  again, to  the  Public,  to  fhew 
a  Step  that,  had  been  formerly  taken,  in  Order  to 
fupply  the  Church  in  America  with  the  Miffiona- 
ries  wantedi.  It  appears  that  none  accepted.of  the 
Invitation  when  it  was  firft  made,,  and  that  it  ne¬ 
ver  was  repeated,  any  farther  than  every  new  Edir 
tjon  of  the  Hiftory  that  records  it,  made  by  the 
Society’s  Order,  may  be  called,  a.  Repetition  of  it, 

When  the  firft  Candidates  went  home  from 
hence,  which  was  not  until  many  Years  afterwards^, 
they  received  no  Benefit  from  the  Invitation  in 
Queftion.,  The  Society  knew  that,  both  in  its 
Nature  andDefign,  it  was  then,  antiquated,;  otherr 
wife,  if  they  chofe  not,  to  fulfil  ids  Promife,  they 
would  have  taken  Care  to  recall  it.  About  Eight 
Years  after,  the  Time  now.  fpoken  of,  Dr.  Berkcr 
ley,  who  had.  refided  a  conhderable  while  in  this 
Country,  in  his  Sermon  before  the  Society,  fpeak,- 
ing  of  fuch  Miflionaries  as  had  been  born  and  edur 
cated  in  America,  fays  t  I  verily,  think  it  might, 
“  increafe  the  Number  of  fuch.  ufeful  Men,  if 
Provifion  were  made  to,  defray  their  Charges  in, 
coming  hither,  to  receive  holy  Orders  paffing 
^  and  repaOing  the  Ocean,  and  tarrying  the  necef- 
fary  Time  in  London,  requiring  an  Expence  that 
many  are  not  able  to  bear.”'  This  implies  that 
he  knew  nothing  of  any  Provifion ,  then  in  being, 
by  Virtue  of  any  Order,’  or  Vote,,  or  Invitation  of 
the  Society,  for  defraying  the  Expences  attending 
the  Voyage  of  Candidates:  And  as  the  Sermon 
was  ordered  to  be  printed,  without  a  Correftion 
of  this  Paffage,  or  any  explanatory  Note,  we  may 
be  certain  that  the  Society,  as  a  Body,,  knew  no- 
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thing  of  it  neither.  But  I  will  not  enlarge  farther 
in  fo  plain  a  Cafe.  I  will  only  return  to  Dr. 
Chauncy  fome  of  his  own  Language,  relatino'  to 
this  Head,  it  being  not  fo  much  my  Property^  as 
his.  The  DoSlor^  perhaps,  may  in  ‘Time  make  high¬ 
er  Attainments  in  Learning  of  this  Kind,  than  he  is 
at  prefent  pojfejfed  of  .—For  it  is  no  infrequent  Thing 
with  him  to  affirm  that,  both  ptiUickly  and  boldly 
which  he  never  would  have  done,  had  it  not  been  for 
want  of  more  Knowledge,  p.  i02. 

It  has  always  been  thought  very  hard,  that  the 
Church  of  England  in  the  Colonies  fhould  be  dif- 
tinguilhed,  and,  as  it  were,  ftigmatized  by  a  Want 
of  thofe  religious  Privileges,  which  are  granted  to 
all  other  Denominations  of  Chriftians.  The  Doc¬ 
tor,  whom  I  will  warrant — as  the  mofi;  compleat 
and  univerfal  Opponent  that  ever  dealt  in  Contro- 
verfy,  denies  this  Fa<5t  too.  He  affirms,  that  it  is 
the  exaEl  Truth,  that  the  Epifcopalians  ‘  have  the 
‘  fame  Liberty’’  with  all  other  Perfuafions.  The 
fame  Liberty  to  do  and  enjoy  fome  Things,  they 
undoubtedly  have  :  But  have  they  the  Liberty  of 
enjoying  their  own  peculiar  Form  of  ecclefiaftical 
Government,  in  the  fame  Manner  that  other  De¬ 
nominations  have Can  their  Candidates  Be  or¬ 
dained  without  great  Lofs  of  Time,  Hazard  and 
Expence,  as  thofe  of  the  Prelbyterians  and  Con- 
gregationalifts  may  ?  If  they  cannot,  fays  the  Doc¬ 
tor,  it  is  not  owing  to  any  jffiant  of  Liberty,  but  to 
their  not  uftitg  that  Liberty  which  is  equally  granted 
to  all  denominations  without  difiinblion.  p.  log. 
What  we  have  not  a  Liberty  to  enjoy  confiftently 
with  our  Principles,  v/e  have  no  Liberty  to  enjoy 
at  all.  But,  fays  this  profeffied  Defender  of  Liber¬ 
ty,  it  -is  tl»en  from  your;  Principles  only  that  you 
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ere  hampered  with  Difficulties.  This,  as  I  told  him 
before,  is  the  Language  of  Tyranny  and  Perfe-* 
cution,  but  notwithftanding  he  repeats  it.  But 
what  can  he  mean,  by  being  hampered  by^  Princi¬ 
ples  ?  If  we  are  allowed  to  enjoy  and  pradtice  what 
our  Principles  require,  we  are  not  hampered  by 
them  :  But,  if  we  are  not  allowed  this,  we  have  ^ 
not  an  equal  Liberty  with  thofe,  who  are  permit¬ 
ted  to  enjoy  and  pradlice  all  that  their  Principles 
do  require.  If  no  public  Worfhip  were  permit¬ 
ted  in  the  Colonies,  but  according  to  the  Liturgy 
of  the  Church  of  England,  the  Diflenters  might 
be  told,  according  to  the  Doftor’s  Mode  of  rea- 
foning,  that  they  had  the  fame  Liberty  with  the 
Members  of  the  Church  •,  meaning  that  they  had 
Liberty  to  do,  contrary  to  their  Inclination,  what 
the  Members  of  the  Church  chofe  to  do.  But 
would  fuch  Liberty  as"' this  content  them  ?  Would 
telling  them  that  it  was  only  from  their  Principles 
that  they  were  hampered  with  Difficulties^  filence 
their  Complaints  ?  I  trow  not.  The  great  Com¬ 
plaint  is  that  we  are  hampered  by  Difficulties, 
from,  or  on  Account  of,  our  religious  Principles. 
We  wiffi  to  have  fuch  Embarraflments  removed, 
and  to  be  upon  the  fame  Footing  with  thofe  that 
are  not  thus  embarrafled, 

i 

The  Dodtor,  who  is  fo  lucky  as  never  to  want 
for  Diftindlions,  fays,  that  we  are  under  no  more 
Rejiraint^  than  the  other  Denominations by  any  in- 
terpofing  Act  of  the  State,  p.  ^04.  But  what 
is  this  to  the  Purpofe  of  proving,  that  we  have 
the  fame  religious  Liberty  with  Chriftians  of  other 
Denominations  ?  If  we  are  not  under  Reftraint 
from  any  Adt  of  the  Legiflature,  yet  if  we  are 
under  peculiar  Difadvantages  on  feme  other  Ac¬ 
counts, 
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counts,  which  render  us  incapable  of  enjoying'- 
what  our  Fellow-Chnftians  of  all  other  Denomi- 
tions  enjoy,  why  fhould  not  a  Remedy  be  provi¬ 
ded  for  thofe  peculiar  Difadvantages  ?  Na>v  fhould; 
it  appear  that  our  Principles,  and  Connexions  are 
fuch,  that  a  proper  Remedy  could:  not  be  provi¬ 
ded,  without  an  interpqfing  of  the  State  in  our 
Favour,  we  humbly  conceive  that  this,  would  be 
an  ObjeX  not  unworthy  of  the  Attention  of  the^ 
Legiflature,  and  that  we  fhould  have  a  Right  to* 
petition  for  fuch  an  ::  And  as  barely  religious. 
Liberty,  and  not  any  Authority  over  others,,  is  the^ 
End  in  View,  no  true  Friends  to  religious  Liber-> 
ty  and  Toleration  ought  to  oppofe  us.  Religious  Li¬ 
berty  confifts  in  a  Freedom  to  perform  all  the  Of¬ 
fices  and  public  Duties  which  Men’s.  Religion  re-, 
quires,  ^  without  Moleftation  or  Reftraint..  And, 
the  Enjoyment  of  this  Liberty  may  be  interrupted, 
or  prevented  by  other  Ways,^  as  well  as  by  the  In-- 
terpofition  of  Government.  The  EfFeX  may  be 
the  fame,  whatever  Caufe,  or  Concurrence  of' 
Caufes,  may  have  produced  it.  The  Epifcopali-. 
ans  in  the  Colonies  know  and  perpetually  feel,, 
tliat  they  have  not  the  fame  Liberty,,  which  they  ' 
fee  others  around  them  poffefs  and  exercife.  They- 
do  not  enjoy  fome  of  the  moft  neceffary  Inftituti- 
ons  of  their  Religion,  and  of  this  they  complain.. 
But  they  never  have  complained,  that  they  had  no. 
Dominion  over  any  of  the  religious  SeXs  in  thcr 
Colonies  i-'-They  have  never  complained  of  not 
being  diftinguifhed  by  any  fuperior  Advantages 
They  only  requeft,  and  they  only  wifh,  to  be  rai- 
fed  to  an  Equality.  They  think  themfelves  inti- 
tied  to  fo  much,  by  the  common  Rights  of  Chrif- 
tians,  which  they  are  not  confeious  that  they  have- 
forfeited. 

TliE 
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The  Doftor  goes  on  to  fpcak  of  me,  in  the 
j  following  high  and  figurative  Language.  He  can 
perceive  no  Difference  between  Difficulties.,  fuffered 
upon  Principle,  in  Confequence  of  the  Non-beftowmenl 
'of  dijlinguijhing  Favour,  and  -Diffculties  that  are 
fuffered  for  not  complying  with  the  arbitrary,  tyran¬ 
nical  Precepts  of  Men,  in  Violation  of  the  Rights  of 
Confcience:  Yea,  be  would  make  us  believe,  that 
Diffculties  fuffered,  upon  Principle,  through  JVant 
of  a  Grant  of  Favour,  may,  with  as  much  Perti¬ 
nency,  be  complained  of  as  any  of  the  Yortures  the 
Saints  of  the  mojl  High  have  been  harraffed  with,  for 
their  Adherence  to  their  God,  from  the  greatejl  Per- 
fecutors  that  ever  exifted.  p.  104.  All  this  is  occa- 
fioned  by  the  Animadverfion  I  made  upon  a  cer¬ 
tain  Afiertion  of  his,  in  his  former  Pamphlet,  that 
there  is  no  other  Hardffip  or  Diffculty  in  the  Cafe 
(of  the  Epifcopalians  in  America)  than  what  na¬ 
turally  arifes  from  profeffed  Principles.  This,  I  told 
him,'^looked,  as  if  in  his  Opinion,  ‘  Men  were 
‘  not  to  be  pitied,  when  their  Sufterings  refult 
‘  from  their  Principles.  The  moft  dreadful  Perfe-_ 
‘  cutions  are  no  m.ore  than  Sufferings  infiidfed  up- 
‘  on  Men  for,  and  confequently,  in  fome  Senfe, 

*  refulting  from  their  profeffed  Principles.  But  (as 
‘  I  proceeded)  does  the  Do6for  mean  that  we  fhould 
‘  be  left  to  fuffer,  becaufe  it  is  on  Account  of  our 
‘  Principles  ?  Or  that  Men,  of  whofe  Prir.ciples 
‘  HE  does  not  approve,  ought  to  be  perfecuted  J  ?” 
Suchv/as  the  Provocation  given  him!  Upon  fo  flight 
Bafis  is  this  malfy  Column  of  Mifreprefentation  e- 
refted  I  There  ought,  no  Doubt,  to  be  a  Difference 
made  between  Diffculties,  although  fuffered  upon 
Principle,  in  Confequence  of  Ncn-hejtowmeni  of  Fa¬ 
vour,  abfurdly  here  called  diftinguffing,  when  the 
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Defign  of  it  is  to  put  an  End  to  Diftindions,  ani 
’DtJjiculties  that  are  fuffered  from  arbitrary  and  ty¬ 
rannical  Precepts,  But  Difficulties  are  ftill  Diffi¬ 
culties  :  and  when  Men,  who  are  under  no  Difficul¬ 
ties  that  can  interfere  with  the  full  Enjoyment  of 
all  their  religious  Privileges,  endeavour  to  obftrudt 
the  Removal  of  Difficulties  in  the  Way  of  others, 
becaule  they  do  not  approve  of  their  Principles;  they 
fo  far  are  aftuated  by  the  Spirit  of  Inquifitors,  and 
fo  far  difeover  that  very  Difpofition,  which  has  in¬ 
filled  the  fevereft  T ortures,  the  Saints  of  the  mofi 
iligh  have  been  ever  harraffed  with.  It  concerns 
lome  People  to  examine  their  own  Plearts,  whether 
they  have  not,  in  Reality,  too  much  of  this  abo¬ 
minable  and  accurfed  Spirit. 

r 

The  Doftor  now  takes  another  Leap  that  is 
prodigious  indeed,  from  p.  1^6  to  p.  ig6  of  my 
Defence,  containing  the  whole  fourth,  fifth,  fixth, 
and  the  far  greater  Part  of  the  feventh  Seftions. 
As  he  profeffes  himfelf  in  his  Title-Page  to  be  a 
Rectifier  of  my  Miflakes,  and  a  Refuter  of  my 
falfe  arguing,  it  will  naturally  be  concluded,  that 
he  could  find  no  Miftakes,  an  thole  6o  Pages,  that 
he  was  able  to  rectify,  nor  any  falfe  arguing  that 
he  was  able  to  refute ;  or,  at  leaft,  none  that  was 
of  material  Confequence.  He  therefore  pafles  on 
to  the  Cafe  of  a  Negative  put  upon  the  Requeft 
of  the  Non-Epifcopalians  in  Bofton,  for  a  Royal 
Charter,^  to  enable  them  to  condudt  and  manage  a 
'  Fund  ot  f,  2000  Sterling  raife^  by  Subfeription, 
for  the  Support  of  Mijfionaries  among  the  Indian 
Natives,  The  Defeat  of  this  Application  he  infi- 
nuated  to  have  been  occafioned  by  epifcopal  Influ¬ 
ence,  What  he  meant  by  this  Expreffion,  I  col- 
leded  from  a  Paffage  in  his  Remarks  on  the  Bi- 
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ihop  of  Landa^s^  Sermon,  wherein  he  fays :  It  is 
hoped  the  Accounts  we  have  had  are  not  true^  that 
the  Negative  upon  this  Adi  (of  the  Bofton  Aflem- 
bly)  was  principally  owing  to  the  Influence  of  fome 
of  the  moft  important^  Members  of 'the  Society  for  the 
Propagation  of  the  Gofpel.  I  replied  in  the  Words 
of  an  able  Writer,  in  his  Vindication  of  the  Bi- 
fhop  of  Lan^afld'^  Sermon,  wherein  the  utter  Im¬ 
probability  of  fuch  a  Suipicion  was  pointed  out, 
and  an  Extract  of-  a  Letter  from  one  of  the  moft 
important  Members  of  the  Society  was  given,  de¬ 
claring,  that,  the-  Scheme  fent  home  was  rejecled 
on  Account  of  its  internal  Defeflis,  and  that  the, 
‘‘  Society^  made  no  Opposition  to  it.”  I  alfo 
produced  a  Declaration  from  Mr.  Apthorp,  ano-^ 
ther  Member:  of  the  Society,  who  affirmed,  after 
due  Inquiry  and-  upon,  proper  Authority  that  the 
Rejection  was  meerly  on  political  and  commer- 
cial  Reafons,  which  arofe  from  the  Manner  of 
drawing  it  up^  and  were  reprefented  by  the  Board 
of  Trade  to  the  Privy-Council,  who  unanimoujly 
difapproxed  it,  when  ?  there  was  not  one  Bifljop 


/ 

The  only  Evidence  of  dhe  Interpofilion  of  epifl 
copal  Influence  to  defeat  the  above-mentioned  Pe¬ 
tition,  was  the  Teftimony  of  an  unknown  Letter- 
Writer  ;  and  even  he  affirms  only  that  there  is 
Reafon  to  thinks  that  the  Cafe  was  as  he  reprefented 
it  to  be.  Such  a  Teftimony,  in  Proof  of  a  Faft 
that  was  important  in-  its  Confequences,  no  rea- 
Ibnable  Perfon  could  think  worthy  of  Notice,  ef- 
pecially  after  diredb  Evidence  was  produced  to  the 
contrary  ^  wherefore  I  treated  it  with  the  Con«. 

S  tempt^« 

*  Mr.  Apthorp’r  of  Dr.  Mayhew’s  Remarks, 
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tempt  it  deferved.  The  Doftor  now  does  not  en¬ 
deavour  to  eftablifh  the  Reputation  of  his  unknown 
Witnefs,  nor  to  introduce  any  new  ones  ;  but  he 
attempts  to  weaken  the  Influence  of  mine.  The 
Archbifliop,  he  conceits,  prevaricated  ;  Mr.  Ap- 
thorp  was  a  Quibler  and  neither  of  them  anfwer- 
ed  direftly  to  the  P(jint.  However,  he  feems  to 
allow,  that  the  Society  in  their  Character  as  fuch 

made  no  Oppofition”  to  the  incorporating 
under  Confideration.  Nay,  he  confelTes,  it  may^  m 
like  Manner^  he  true^  that^  although  Epifcopalians 
might  ufe  their  Influence  againfl  the  pafling  this  Ally 
yet  they  might  not  do  it  as  such.  But  if  Epifco¬ 
palians,  in  their  Oppofition,  afted  not  as  fluchy  or 
in  Confequence  of  their  epifcopal  ’  Principles,  the 
Oppofition  they  made,  cannot,  with  any  Propriety, 
be  called  an  Exertion  of  epifcopal  Influence  *,  that 
not  being  epifcopal,  v/hich  has  no  Relation  to,  or 
Connexion  with,  the  Dodriae  or  Caufe  of  Epif- 
Q  copacy. 

But  notwithftanding  the  Want  of  Evidence  to 
fupport  it,  and  notwithftanding  his  own  ConcefTi- 
ons  againfl:  it,  the  Dodor  appears  to  be  refolved 
not  to  give  up  his  Sufpicion,  that  the  Plan  of  the 
Boftonians  received  an  epifcopal  Overthrow.  The 
Society,  he  is  fure,  could  wifh  it  no  good  *,  but 
were  jealous  of  the  Succefs  that  v/ould  probably 
attend  it,  if  fuffered  to  proceed.  I  am  heartily 
forryy  fays  he,  I  am  obliged  to  fay  that  this  ‘  Num- 
‘  ber  of  eminently  pious  Men,’  have  given  the  Pub¬ 
lic  fo  little  Reafon  to  thinky  that  they  have  the  Con- 
verjion  of  Savages  much  at  Heart,  Had  this  been 
the  real  H ruth ^  it  is  impoflible  hut  they  Jhould  have  done 
much  more  than  they  have  ever  yet  done  to  promote 
their  Converjicn.  fhey  have  made  it  abundantly  e- 

vident^ 
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vident,  that  they  had  at  Heart  the  Propagation 
OF  Episcopacy  much  more  than  the  Converfion  of 
Savages  •,  and  if  we  may  be  permitted  to  judge  from 
their  ConduSl,  vue  Jloall  naturally,  and  almojl  necef- 
farih'.,  he  obliged  to  think,  they  would  be  in  Readinefs 
to  o^pofe  any  Plan  for  the  Converfion  of  Savages, 
that  did  not  propofe  to  concert  them  by  epifcopifing 
them.  p.  105. 

Let  us  confidcr  the  Particulars  of  this  candid 
and  charitable  Reprefentation.  The  Society  appear 
not  to  the  Dodor  to  have  the  Converfion  of  Savages 
at  Heart,  becaufe  they  have  done  no  more  in  Or¬ 
der  to  effed  it.  He  judges  of  their  Inclination 
from  their  Attempts,  and  of  their  Attempts  from 
their  Succefs ;  and  he  allows  not  their  Succefs  to 
have  been  fo  confiderable  as  it  really  has  been. 
And  yet  they  have  always  declared  their  earnefb 
Defire  of  chriftianifing  the  American  Heathens  ; 
and  their  Declarations  have  been  made  under  fuch 
Circumftances,  from  Time  to  Time,  as  gave  no 
Room  juftly  to  fufped  their  Sincerity.  Their  At¬ 
tempts  alfo  to  convert  them  were  early,  and  fre¬ 
quently  repeated  ',  and  they  have  conftantly,  from' 
their  firft  Incorporation  to  this  Day,  fought  for 
Opportunities,  and  have  never  negleded  one  that 
has  offered  with  any  Profped  of  Succefs,  to  pro¬ 
pagate  the  Gofpei  among  the  native  Heathens  of 

America. 

They  were  no  fooner  formed,  than  they  inqui¬ 
red  for,  obtained,  and  fent  a  Miffionary  to  South-' 
Carolina,  to  fee  what  religious  Impreffions  might 
be  made  upon  the  Indians  in  that  Quarter.  This 
was  in  1702,  the  very  next  Year  after  their  Incor¬ 
poration.  In  1704,  having  tried  without  Succefs 

'  S''  to 
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to  perfuade  both  anEnglifh  and  aDutchClergyman 
in  this  Country,  that  were  conveniently  fittiated 
tor  the  Purpofe,  to  engage  in  fuch  a  Service,  they 
provided  and'  fent  6ver  a  Miffionary  from  England, 
of  _an  excellent  Charade'r,  to  the  Mohawks  °  with 
Information  that  another  Miniffer  might  be  ex- 
pefled  for  the  Oneidas,  and  one  for  every  Tribe  in 
Alliance  with  them,  “  as  foon  as  proper  and  wil- 
“  hng  Perfons  could  be  found.”  This  Miffiiona- 
ry,  meeting  with  a  very  unfavourable  Reception, 
thought  proper,  after  a  Year’s  fruitlefs  Trial,  to 
give  over  tne  Attempt.  Notwithftanding,  another 
was  fent  over  and  introduced  to  them  in  1709, 
but  to  little  Purpofe  ;  yet,  in  the  Year  followinL)", 
the  Requeji  of  the  Four  Sachems,  then  in  En¬ 
gland,  being  thought  favourable  to  the  Society’s 
Intentions,  it  v/as  agreed  forthwith  to  fend  over 
Two  Miffionaries,  with  an  Allowance  of  a  Salan/ 
£■•  15®  Sterling  to  each,  belides  an  Interpreter 
and  School-Mafter  to  attend  him.  One  aamally 
was  fent  -,  another  probably  could  not  be  found  to 
accompany  him  :  But  after  a  Courfe  of  unavail¬ 
ing  Efforts  to  anfwer  the  great  Ends  of  his  Miffi- 
on,  and  finding  himfelf  to  be  in  Danger  of  his 
Life,  this  Miffionary  alfo  was  obliged  to  leave 
them.  I  might  continue  the  like  Account  to  the 
prefcnt  Time  ;  but  as  the  Society’s  Conduft  re¬ 
lating  to  the  Indians  has  been  clearly  and  jufLly 
reprefented,  by  a  Writer  of  eminent  Abilities  and 
Candor,  in  his  Anfwer  to  Dr.  Mahew's  Obfervati- 

ons,  nothing  farther  need  be  faid  in  Vindication 
of  It. 

And  here  it  cleferves  fpecial  Notice,  that  pro* 
pag'idng  the  Gofpel  among  the  American  Savages 
,was  not  the  primary  and  principal  Defign  of  the 

Society, 
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Society,  if  we  may  judge,  eitlier  from  the  Words 
of  their  Charter,  or  the  Views  of  thofe  ^  worthy 
Perlons  who  petitioned  for  it,  or  the  Opinion  of 
its  leading  Members  from  that  Time  to  this.  J  he 
Society  was  er€(9:ed  in  Order  to  promote  the 
Glory  of  God,  by  the  Inftruaion  of  our  Peo- 
PLE  in  the  Chriftian  Religion.”  It  was  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  King’s  loving  Subjects  in  the  Ame^ 
rican  Plantations,  who  are  repeatedly  fpoken  of  in 
the  Preamble  to  the  Charter,  as  the  great  and  im¬ 
mediate  Objeft  oi  the  intended  Charity  9  and  the 
Indians  are  not  fo  much  as  once  mentioned  on  the 
Occafioa.  The  religious  State  of  the  King’s  Sub- 
jefts  in  moft  of  the  Colonies,  at  that  Time,  was 
lamientably  bad.  Many  of  them  had  no  Oppor- 
tunies  at  all  for  public  Worfhip,  and  were  as  dcfti- 
tute  of  the  Chriftian  Sacraments  as  the  Heathens 
themfelves.  Accounts  were  fent  home,  by  Perfons 
of  the  beft  Char  after  amongft  them,  that  for  Want 
of  public  Inftruftion  People  were  daily  falling  a- 
Vv^ay,  even  from  the  very  Profeflion  of  Chriftianity 
into  Heathenifm,  or  a  State  of  Nature.  Now  the 
Defign  of  the  Society  was  to  ftop  the  Progrefs  of 
this  Apoftacy  ;  and  to  recover  the  lapfed,  by  fend¬ 
ing  orthodox  Clergymen  to  refide  and  officiate  a- 
mong  them-  And  let  Pmvy  itielt  fay,  whether 
there  could  be  a -more  worthy  and  charitable  De¬ 
fign  than  this ! 


The  Prevention  of  a  Chriftian’s  Apoftacy  to 
Heathenifm,  is  of  as  much  Confequence  in  itfelf, 
at  any  Time,  as  the  Converfion  of  a  Heathen  to 
Chriftianity.  The  Recovery  of  an  Apoftate  is  as 
great  an  Acquifition,  as  the  gaining  of  an  origi¬ 
nal  Heathen.  The  Converfion  of  a  civilized  Flea- 

tlaen  or  Infidel,  and  ftich  were  many  of  the  King’s 
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Subjefts,  was  as  good  a  Work  as  the  Converfion 
of  a  Savage  one.  It  was  therefore  highly  necelTa- 
ry  that  the  Society’s  Charity  fhould  begin  at  home, 
among  our  own  People — with  a  View,  at  the 
fame  Time,  of  extending  it  farther,  as  their  Cir- 
cumftances  and  Opportunities  Ihould  permit. 

Supposing  the  Society  had  been  at  Liberty  to 
expend  as  much  of  their  Fund  in  propagating  the 
Golpel  among  the  Indians,  as  in  fupporting  and 
propagating  it  among  our  own  People, -which  was 
by  no  Means  the  Cafe  ;  yet  it  would  have  been 
right  and  judicious  Conduft,  in  the  Excrcife  of 
fuch  a  difcretionary  Power,  to  expend  the  far 
greater  Part  of  their  Money  in  providing  for  the 
King’s  Subjefts.  For  many  of  the  latter  were  not 
only  willing  to  accept  of  Miffionaries,  but  fincere- 
ly  defired  them,  and  earneftly  requefted  to  have 
them  :  Whereas  the  very  Reverfe  of  this  good 
Temper  appeared  in  the  Indians.  There  was  there¬ 
fore  Reafon  to  expeCt,  that  the  fame  Sum  expend¬ 
ed  in  the  Colonies  v/ould  be  far  more  ufeful,  and 
produce  a  much  better  Elted,  than  if  expended 
among  the  neighbouring  Tribes  of  Indians.  In¬ 
deed,  as  St.  Paul  obferves.  Men  cannot  hear  with¬ 
out  a  Preacher ;  but  if  they  have  Preachers,  and 
will  not  hear  them,  it  is  impoffible  that  they  fhould 
believe  in  Confequence  of  their  preaching,  or  be 
profelytcd  to  that  Faith  which  comes  by  hearing. 
This  feems  to  have  been  the  general  Temper  and 
Difpofition  of  the  Indiajss,  with  Regard  to  Chrif- 
tianity. 

Dr.  Wheelock,  who  has  thought  much  upon 
the  Subjeft  of  propagating  the  Gofpel  among  the 
Indians,  fays :  There  is  no  fuch  Thing  as  fending 

En^lifh 
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Englijh  Miffionaries,  or  fettling  or  maintaining 
Englifh  Schools  to  any  good  Purpofe,  in  moll 
‘‘  Places  among  them,  as  their  Temper,  State  and 
Condition  have  been''.’*  Again:  As  to  moll 
Places,  there  is  no  fuch  Thing  at  prefent  as 
introducing  either  ^Englifh  School-Mailers  or 
Miffionaries  to  continue  with  them  •,  fuch  are 
their  Prejudices  in  general,  and  fuch  the  male^ 
volent  and  ungovernable  Temper  of  fome,  that 
none  but  an  Indian  would  dare  to  venture  his 
Life  among  them^.”  Such  is  the  Charafter  and 
Difpofition  of  the  Indians  in  general,  and  fuch  it 
has  been  ever  fince  the  Incorporation  of  the  Society, 
according  to  Dr.  Wheelock. 

That  the  Society  have  made  it  abundantly  evi¬ 
dent^  that  they  had  at  Heart  the  .Propagation  of 
Epifcopacy^  much  more  than  the  Converfion  of  Savages^ 
is  a  vile  Refleftion  on  that  venerable  Body.  Dr. 
Mayhew,  taught  by  another,  and  inftigated  by  his 
own  ant i-epif copal  Zeal,  was  guilty  of  this  Abufe 
fome  Years  ago,  for  which  he  received  public 
Correftion.  Dr.  Chauncy  has  the  Hardinefs  to 
repeat  it,  notwithftanding  a  Vindication  of  the 
Society,  that  has  been  deemed  fully  fatisfaflory  by 
the  candid  and  impartial ;  for  which  I  beg  Leave 
to  refer  to  the  before-mentioned  Anfwer  to  Dr. 
Mayhew’s  Ohfervations,  ^ 

.  If  the  Society  had  the  Propagation  of  Epifcopacy 
at  Heart,  in  the  Senfe  whefein  it  is  objefted,  they 
would  undoubtedly  have  inftrufted  their  Miffiona¬ 
ries  to  make  this  a  confiderable  Part  of  their 
Bufinefs.  It  can  never  be  fuppofed  that  they  would 

fend 


X  See  a  plain  and  faithful  Narrative,  5:c.  p.  19. 
’'Ibid.  p.  21, 
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fend  Perfons  abroad,  at  a  great  Expence,  with  a- 
View  to  any  particular  Service,  without  informino- 
them  that  iuch  Service  was  expefted  from  them^ 
But  nothing  of  this  Kindr  has  ever  been  given  in 
Charge  in  their  puMic  Inftruftions  :  On  the  other 
Hand,  their  Miffionaries  are  directed  to  “  keep 
“  always  in  View  the  great  Defign  of  their  Under- 
“  taking,  viz.  To  promote  the  Glory  of  God,  and 
“  the  Salvation  of  Men,  by  propagating  the  Gofpel 
of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  and  it  is  required  of 
them,  “  that  the  chief  Subjedt  of  their  Sermons  be 
the  great  fundamental  Principles  of  Chriftianity, 
“  and  the  Duties  of  a  fober,  righteous  and  godly 
“  Life,  as  refulting  from  thofe  Principles-]-.”  And 
as  to  private  Direftions,  although  from  the  very 
Nature  of  them  I  cannot  be  fo  pofitive  about  thefe, 
as  their  public  ones  ;  yet  I  moil;  firmly  believe, 
from  every  Thing  that  I  can  recollect  or  learn  upon- 
Inquiry,  that  no  MifTionary  was  ever  inftrufted, 
either  verbally  before  he  came  abroad,  or  by  any 
Letter  or  Letters  afterwards,  to  endeavour  to  pro-- 
pagate  Epifcopacy,  or  any  of  the  diftinguifliing 
Principles  of  the  Church  of  England.  And  if  any 
Miffionaries  have  made  the  Attempt,  or  have 
behaved  in  luch  a  Manner  as  to  give  juft  Umbrage 
to  any  of  their  Neighbours,  it  has  been  their  own 
free  and  voluntary  Adi,  and  what  the  Society  have 
never  required  at  their  Hands. 

The  Miffionaries  wifh,  that  all  the  King’s  Sub- 
jedls,  throughout  the  Britifh  Dominions,  would, 
become  Epiicopalians  and  Members  of  the  Church 
of  England  :  But,  as  they  are  nor  employed  to 
moleft  any  Proteftants  in  the  Enjoyment  of  their 
own  Principles,  fo  I  believe  they  feldom  do— far¬ 
ther  - 

f  Sec  a  Colk^ion  of  Papers^  p.'  20  and  23. 
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ther  than  their  own  neceffary  Defence  may  require* 
Within  the  Compafs  of  my  Knowledge^  I  am 
Verily  perfuaded,  that  for  every  Inftarice  of  an 
Attack  made  upon  the  Diflenters  by  any  Miftionary 
or  Member  of  the  Churchy  Twenty  at  leaft  are  made 
by  Diflenters  upon  Churchmen.  I  know  more  oP 
their  Conduft  of  this  Kind  than  perhaps  they  ima¬ 
gine  ;  and  I  have  oftep  been  furprifed  to  difeover^ 
to  what  low  arid  pitiful  Arts  fome,  who  think 
themfelves  Men  of  Coiifequence,  can  defeend,  in 
Order  to  prevail  with  the  moft  infignificant  Perfon, 
and  fometimes  even  with  a  ftupid  Negro,  to  leave 
the  Church  and  go  to  their  Meeting* 

The  AfTertion,  that  we  are  naturally  and  almfi 
necefiarily  obliged  to  think,  from  the  Society’s 
Conduct^  that  they  would  oppose  any  Plan  for  the 
Converfion  of  the  Savages^  that  did  not  propofe  to 
convert  them  by  epifeopifing  thefn^  I  fhould  not  have 
expeded  from  a  Gentleman  of  the  Dodtor’s  Cha- 
rafter,  as  it  is  worthy  of  a  Savage  only*  Unlefs 
the  Society  look  upon  Preflbyterianifm,  for  Inftance^ 
to  be  no  better  than  Indian  Heathenifm,  they 
would  choofe  rather  that  the  Indians  fhould  become 
Prefbyterians,  than  remain  in  their  prefent  State* 
They  undoubtedly  wifli,  in  the  firft  Place,  that  every 
Indian  may  be  converted,  and  that  every  fuch 
Converfion  may  be  compieat ;  /.  e,  that  every  pro- 
fely  ted  Indian  may  become  not  only  almoft,  ‘‘but 

altogether  fuch,”  both  in  Faith  and  Pradlice^ 
as  the  Rules  and  Precepts  contained  in  Scripture 
are  thought  to  require.  If  they  cannot  be  perfuaded 
to  become  fuch^  they  wifh,  in  the  next 

Place,  that  they  may  become  almoft^  and  as  nearly 
fuch  as  polTible.  The  Society  wifh  to  be  inftru- 
mental  in  converting  all  the  Indian  Tribes :  But,  as 

T:  '  tiiejr 

■> 
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they  know  that  they  are  unable  to  carry  this  int( 
Execution,  they  envy  none  the  Honour  of  beins 
Sharers  in  this  good  Work,  that  are  able  and  wil 
ling  to  promote  it  in  any  Degree.  If  they  hac 
rather  the  Indians  Ihould  become  Members  of  tha 
Church  which  they  prefer,  than  ftop  Ihort  of  it 
they  are  not  cenfurable  for  this  •,  for,  at  the  fam 
Time,  they  had  rather  th^  fliould  become  Pro 
teftants,  of  any  Denominatfon,  than  Papifts — an( 
they  had  rather  they  fhould  become  Papifts,  tha: 
continue  to  be  Heathens.  I  could  produce,  fror 
their  Hiftory  and  annual  Abftradts,  many  Prool 
of  this  Difpofition  and  I  defy  their  bittereft  Ene 
mies,  even  Dr.  Chauncy  himfelf,  to  bring  any  Proc 
of  the  contrary. 

The  Indian  Miffion  at  Stockbridge,  under  th 
Direction  of  the  Commiffioners  (of  the  Society  i 
Scotland)  refiding  in  Bofton,  is  indebted  to  Men: 
‘  bers  of  our  Society  for  confiderable  Donations.  1 
is  more  indebted  to  the  Members  of  the  Churc 
of  England  *,  who  have  given  more  to  promote  th^ 
fingle  Million,  than  I  believe  the  DilTenters  hav 
ever  given  to  //je  Society  for  the  Propagation  of  tl 
Go fpef  from  its  firft  Exiftence  to  this  Day.  1 
Miffionaries  from  New-England  fliould  receiv 
Checks  from  Government  in  any  Part  of  their  Prc 
ceedings,  this  cannot,  with  any  Juftice  or  Propri 
ety,  be  charged  to  the  Account  of  the  Societj 
If  Government  fliould  hereafter  difcover,  or  hav 
'Reafon  to  fufpeft,  that  any  of  thofe  Miflionari^ 
endeavour,  together  with  the  Propagation  of  the: 
Religion,  to  eftablifh  a  political  Intereft  of  their  ow 
Party,  different  from  the  general  Intereft  of  th 
Nation  ;  or,  that  they  incumber  the  6*^/^  of  Lam 
to  the  Brkifli  Crown,  by  ftipulating  with  the  Indiar 
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for  certain  Conditions  in^  Favour  of  their  own 
Schemes  ;  they  will  have  ho.  Right  to  exped  the 
Countenance  of  Government  in^  inch  1  roccedings. 
The  Doftor  knows  that  Things  of  this  Kind  may 
hereafter  happen,  for  this  good  Realon,  that  they 
lately  have  happened  ;  he  will  thereiore  do  well 
to  be  cautious  in  blaming  the  Society  in  luch 
Cafes  §., 

It  was  thought  ftrange  that  he  fhould  infinuate 
that  the  before-mentioned  incorporating  was 

defeated  by  epifcopal  Infiue^tce^  without  taking  No¬ 
tice  of  Mr.'  Apthorp’s  Declaration  to  the  contrary, 
which  he  could  not  have  been  "  fuch  a  Stranger  in 
‘  IlraeF  as  not  to  have  feem.  The  Matter  is  now 
clearly  accounted  for,  in  p.  lod.  i^  one 6 
folved^  replies  the  Dodor,  by  only:'  faying^  it  was 
none  oj'  my  BuJineJ's  to  '^takc  Notice  of  this  JLvtdcncOj 
until  it  had  been  produced.  T  he  Reader  here  lees 
in  what  Manner  he  has  rendered  himlelf  lb  very 
exceptionable,  both  in  his  Reafonings  and  Repre- 
fentations.  He  negleded  all  Evidence  on-  one 
Side  the  Queltion,,  how  fully  foever  he  was  ac¬ 
quainted  with  it,  unlefs  I  had  produced  it  ;  and 
he  thought  it  was  not  his  Bufinefs^  to  bailance  and 
compare  counter  Evidences,  but  to  rake  together 
every  Thing  that  had  an  unfavourable  Afped  only  ; 
in  Order  to  vilify  and  abufe  the  Church  of  England^ 
and  the  Society  for  the  Propagation  of  the  Gofpef 
with  a  farther  View  of  obftruding^  the  Progrels  of 

'E  2  our 

§  The  Author  has  feen,  and  could  publift,  Tome  curious 
Copies  of  Letters,  of  a  late  Date,  to,  and  from  one  of  the 
Indian  Miffionaries  from  New-England  ;  but  as  he  hopes  the 
Commijponers  wiW  be  careful  that  thofe  whom  they  employ  to 
profelyte  the  Indians,  behave  in  an  unexceptionable  Manner 
for  the  future,  thefe  Letters,  for  the  prefent  ihaii  not  be  ex- 
pofed. 


m 
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fHir  Plan.  After  this  honeft  and  artlefs  Confeffion, 
his  Readers  will  know  how  to  make  proper  Ah 
lowances,  for  what  he  advances  in  a  controverfial 
.Way. 

In  the  eighth  Scftion  of  the  Afpea}^  a  full  and 
fair  Account  was  given,  of  the  only  Plan  on  which 
it  was  requefted  than  an  American  Epifcopate 
might  be  granted,  with  Expoftulations  on  the  Rea- 
fonablenels  of  fuch  an  Appointment.  In  Anfwer 
to  this  Sedlion  the  Doftor  feemed  really  to  exert 
hirnfelf ;  and  he  called  in,  to  aid  his  own  Efforts, 
what  he  fays  was  powerfully  offered  by  the  late  exceU 
lent  Dr.  May  hew.  In  my  Reply,  particular  Notice 
was  taken  of  every  Thing  produced,  either  from 
his  own  Store  or  the  late  Dr.  Mayhew’s  Magazine, 
that  app^red  to  have  Force  *,  and  enough  was  faid 
to  fhew,  if  I  am  not  greatly  miftaken,  that  every 
ObjecSlion  exhibited  was  either  groundlefs  or  imper¬ 
tinent.  The  Doftor  in  his  Rejoinder^  which  he 
mifcalls  his  Reply ^  feems  to  fay  a  great  deal  in  Sup¬ 
port  of  his  former  Objeftions.  It  is  here,  if  any 
where,  that  he  aims  his  Blows  direftly  at  the  Vitals 
of  the  Epifcopate  requefted,  and  does  his  utmoft  j 
for  which  Reafon  I  fhall  take  a  particular  Review 
of  what,  in  this  Place,  he  has  done  and  faid. 

Before  he  proceeds  to  an  immediate  Attack, 
he  has  fomc  Obfervations  of  a  mifcellaneous  Na¬ 
ture,  feveral  of  which  I  ihall  pafs  by  as  utterly  im¬ 
pertinent.  He  begins  with  endeavoring  to  raife, 
in  the  Minds  of  Readers,  but  an  indifferent  Idea 
of  what  1  had  faid  upon  the  main  Point .  He  tells 
them  that  he  was  greatly  difappointed,  that  I  fell 
fhort  of  his  Expeftation,  and  that  what  I  faid  on 
the  Subject  was  kfs  convincing  than  what  I  had  off 
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'•  feredin  any  Part  of  my  Performance,  p.  109.  This, 

I  think,  difcovers  his  Heroifm,  rather  than  his 
Policy;  for  according  to  the  apparent  Weaknefs 
of  his  Antagonift,  the  Honor  of  a  Vidlory  will  be 
proportionably  abated. 

Here  he  again  takes  Notice  of  our  Conventi¬ 
on’s  Addrefs  to  the  Univerfuy  of  Cambridge,  on 
the  Subjeft  of  American  Bilhops ;  and  he  feems  to 
to  think,  that,  becaufe  fome  of  his  Friends  have 
publifhed  a  fpurious  Copy  of  that  Addrefs,  therefore 
he  is  intitled  to  a  true  one.  He  is  determined  not 
to  be  fatisfied  until  he  fees  a  Copy  that  is  genuine, 
and  will  continue  to  fufpeft  that  the  obnoxious 
Exprefflons  contained  in  the  falfe  Copy  were  alfo 
in  the  true  one,  potwithftanding  our  Declarations 
to  the  contrary.  This  is  treating  us  rather  unge- 
nerouily,  as  the  Teftimony  of  a  Number  of  Per- 
fons  that  have  feen  and  are  acquainted  with  any 
particular  Writing,  is  always  allowed  to  have  more 
Weight,  than  the  Teftimony  of  a  fingle  Perfon, 
perhaps  an  unknown  one,  that  has  never  feen  it — 
where  the  Difpute  is  about  the  Contents  of  that 
Writing,  If  therefore  he  determines  not  to  fubmit 
to  the  Evidence  of  our  Teftimony,  I  advife  him, 
for  the  prefent,  to  fufpend  his  Judgment  of  the 
Matter,  until  he  fhall  obtain  a  Sight  of  the  Ad¬ 
drefs,  and  to  wait  with  Patience ;  as  Time  m.ay 
poffibly  bring  forward,  what  it  is  not  in  his  Power 
to  haften. 

Among  a  Number  of  paradoxical  Things  ad¬ 
vanced  in  his  Anfwer  to  the  Appeal.,  it  was  faid  : 
Some  of  the  mojl  refpeStable  Epifcopalians,  in  thefe 
Parts,  for  Sobriety,  good  Senfe,  and  a  Jleady  Attach¬ 
ment  to  the  Inter ejt  of  the  Church  of  England,  have 

declared 
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declared  it  to  he  their  Opinion^  that  Bijhops  would  he 
of  no  Service  here^  and  they  did  not  define  they  Jhould 
he  fent.  What  was  meant  by  the  indefinite  Worxi 
fome^  whether  Two  or  Two  Hundred^  I  was  unable 
to  determine.  The  Doftor  fays  I  might  have 
known  the  Meaning  of  it,  i.e.  ks  preci/e  Meaning,, 
if  I  had  attended  to  the  following  Sentence.  Let 
us  fee  then  how  the  Matter  is  cleared  up  in  the 
explanatory  fentence.  ydnd  it  is  to  nie^ ,  as  well  as 
to  MANY  I  have  converfed  with  on  this  Heady  Epis¬ 
copalians  among  others^  very  quefiionahle^  &c. 
Here  the  Word  many  is  impofed  upon  the  Reader, 
as  an  Explanation  of  the  Word  fome  in  the  fore¬ 
going  Sentence :  V/hereas  many  Epifcopalians  are 
not  here  mentioned,  but  only  many  People,  fome' 
of  whom  were  Epifcopalians ;  fo  that  the  Word 
fome  is  ftill  left  as  indeterminate  as  ever.  I  then 
queftioned  whether  there  was  an  Epifcopalian  on 
the  Continent,  juftly  fo  called,  that  v/as  averfe  to 
American  Bilhops  on  the  Plan  of  the  Appeal,  I 
knew  of  none,  had  heard  of  none,  could  conceive 
of  none.  Such  a  Charafter  is  fo  abfurd,  that  I 
did  not  imagine  it  had  an  aftual  Exiftence,  An 
Epifcopalian  is  one  that,  at  leaf!:,  approves  of  the 
Government  of  the  Church  by  Bifliops ;  but  he 
that  only  approves  of  the  Government  of  the 
Church  by  Bifliops  refiding  at  theDiftance  of  3000 
Miles,  can  hardly  be  faid  to  approve  of  it  at  all, 
or  to  be  an  Epifcopalian  in  any  Senfe.  An  Epif¬ 
copalian  is  one  that  alfo  approves  of  Ordination  by 
Bifhops ;  but  he  that  only  approves  of  epifcopal 
Ordination  under  the  Circumftances  of  a  long, 
dangerous  and  expenfive  Voyage  to  obtain  it,  may 
be  thought  by  the  Dodtor  to  be  refpehlahle  for  his 
good  Senfe^  and  may  be  elleemed  by  him  for  such 
an  Attachment  to  the  Interef  of  the  Church  of 

England 
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England  in  the  Colonies  ;  but  as  an  Epifcopalian  he 
will  appear  to  all  its  real  Friends  to  be  truly  ridi¬ 
culous.  It  was  therefore  natural  to  interpret  the 
Word  feme  in  as  fcanty  a  Senfe  as  it  would  any 
Way  bear  ;  and  it  was  paying  great  Regard  to  his 
'Tellimony,  in  fo  incredible  a  Cafe,  to  believe  his 
Affertion  in  that  Senfe. 


BUf  what  is  all  this  to  the  Point :  fays  he.  It 
is  a  FaP.^  not  a  fpeculative  friith^  we  are  now  upon 
pi^  112.  This  is  calling  the  Credibility  of  a  Faft  a 
fpeculative  Matter  ;  but  it  is  fpeculative  in  no  other 
Senfe  than  that,  wherein  the  Perfons  he  mentions 
are  Epifcopalians — a  Senfe,  which  will  never  be 
admitted  by  thofe,  who  content  themfelves  with 
Words  in  their  common  Acceptation. 


But,  where  is  the  Eificulty  of  fuppofing^  that  mojl 
Epifcopalians  on  the  Continent  may  have  a  quite  dif¬ 
ferent  Notion  of  the  Plan  for  an  American  Epifeo- 
pate^  from  that  the  epijcopal  Clergy  have  of  itj  who 
were  its  only  Formers,  and  the  only  Petitioners 
that  it  might  be  carried  into  Execution  ?  If  by  the 
epifcopal  Clergy  he  means  thofe  of  America,  it  is 
not  true  that  they  were  the  only  Formers  of  the  Plan 
in  Qtieftion.  They  do  not  pretend  to  have  formed 
it  at  all  *,  but  they  have  adopted  it  when  formed  by 
others,  not  exclufively  of,  the  Laity.  Nor  were 
they  the  only  Petitioners  in  Favour  of  it ;  for  feve- 
ral  of  the  moft  confiderablc  Lay-Gentlemen  in  the 
Colonies  have  recommended  and  petitioned  for  it, 
although  not  jointly  with  the  Clergy  of  our  Con  ¬ 
vention.  Many  others  were  alfo  confulted,  who 
fignified  their  Approbation  of  it,  before  our  Peti¬ 
tions  were  framed.  All  of  them  could  not  be 
confulted  in  a  private  Way,  and  therefore  it  was 


thought 
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thought  proper  to  piiblifli  it  to  the  World,  befote 
it  could  be  put  in  Execution  ;  that  all  might  have 
an  Opportunity  to  confider  it,  and  to  offer  their 
Objedlions  if  they  had  any- 

There  were  many  Members  of  the  Church  that 
were,  upon  the  whole,  averfe  to  an  Epiicopate  in 
this  Country  imagining  it  would  either  expofe 
them  to  confiderable  Expence  for  its  Support,  or 
put  them  to  fome  other  Inconveniencies.  But 
when  they  came  to  fee,  that  every  Thing  of  this 
Kind  had  been  carefully  guarded  againft,  and  that 
from  its  Defign  and  Tendency  it  would  be  mild 
and  beneficial  in  its  Operation,  which  appeared  as 
foon  as  it  was  explained  to  them ;  their  Averfion 
immediately  ceafed,  and  from  that  Time  they  have 
generally  viewed  it  in  the  fame  Light  with  that 
wherein  it  is  fecn  by  the  Clergy. 

Although  what  has  been  faid  of  the  Epifcopa- 
bans  in  thefe  Parts  is  univerfally  true,  without  an 
Exception,  to  the  beft  of  my  Knowledge,  the 
Doftor  however  has  this  to  comfort  him,  that  the 
Epifcopalians  in  and  about  Bofton,  are  of  a  different 
Opinion.  For,  lays  he,  that  the  Mijfion  of  Bijhops 
into  the  Colonies  would  do  more  Hurt  than  goody  I 
KNOW,  /V,  inFa^iy  the  Opinion  of  many  Lay-Epif- 
copalianSy  andy.  I  helievCy  of  the  greater  Part  of  them 
in  the  New-England  Colonies,  What  is  here  faid 
of  the  Epifcopalians  in  New-England,  muft  not 
be  underitood  to  extend  to  Connefticut,  which 
contains  more  in  Number  than  the  three  other  Co-' 

,  lonies,.  and  where  they  are  unanimoirs  in  wifhing 
for  an  Epifcopate.  As  to  the  Epifcopalians  in 
Maffachuletts,  New-Hampfhire  and  Rhode-Illand^ 
they  are  not  yet  univerfally  acquainted  with  the 

Plan. 
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PI  an.  It  is  therefore  not  improbable  that  the 
Doctor  may  know^  either  perfonally  or  by  Infor¬ 
mation,  ol  many^  i,  e.  of  Eight  or  for  the 

Word  does  not  neceffarily  mean  more,  that  ftill 
think  unfavourably  of  an  American  Epifcopate, 
But  it  is  remarkable  that  he  does  not  yet  fay,  that 
any  are  averfe  to  an  Epifcopate  on  the  Plan  of  the 
Appeal^  who  are  acquainted  with  it  otherwife  than 
by  Mifinformation.  I  fancy  it  would  be  difficult 
to  find  many  fuch,  or  even  fome.  I  have  inquired 
of  Perfons  that  are  not  Strano;ers  in  Bofton,  and  I 
have  never  heard  of  but  one  fuch  Epifcopalian  ;  and 
he  is  generally  looked  upon  by  Churchmen,  and 
frequently  by  others,  to  be  a  Difgrace  to  his  Pro- 
feffion.  While  he  calls  himfelf  a  Churchman,  he 
alTociates  and  connefts  himfelf  with  the  bittereft 
Enemies  of  the  Church,  is  governed  by  their  In¬ 
fluence,  and  fuffers  himfelf  to  be  ufed  as  an  Inflru- 
ment  in  their  Hands  to  injure  its  Reputation  and 
deftroy  his  own. 

And  here  it  may  defcrve  Notice,  that  there  are 
many  People  in  New-England,  befides  Epifcopa- 
lians,  that  have  no  Averfion  to  an  American 
Epifcopate.  This  may  bejuftly  faid  of  the  Quakers 
in  general,  unlefs  they  differ  widely  from  their 
Brethren  in  Pennfylvania  and  New-Jerfey,  where 
they  are  more  numerous  and  more  refpeftable  than 
in  any  other  Parts  of  his  Majefty’s  Dominions, 
compared  with  the  other  Inhabitants.  And  a  Wri¬ 
ter  in  Favour  of  the  Baptifts  in  New-England,  who 
is  fuppofed  to  exprefs  the  general  Sentiments  of 
that  Denomination  of  Chriftians,  fays,  with  a 
Tartnefs  that  feems  to  have  been  excited  by  an 
Opinion  of  their  Oppreffion  :  The  Fraternity,"* 
(meaning  the  Prefbyterian  or  congregational  Mi¬ 
ll  nifters) 
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nifters)  laft  Year  have  fent  Letters  to  Baptlll 

Minifters  in  New-England,  requefting  their  Aid 
againft  the  Church  of  England.  But  truly  it  is 
-the  Iiiterell  of  the  Baptifts  that  the  Church  of 
England  flaould  multiply  in  Maffachufetts  and 
Conneflicut,  fo  far  as  to  -  form  a  Ballance  of 
ecclefiaftical  Pov/er  there,  as  in  other  Colonies, 
And  as  for  'Bijhops^  they  are  welcome  there ; 
their  coming  thither  is  an  Objeft  worthy  of  Pe- 
-TiTiONs  ;  we  cannot  be  worfe  off*  j  we  may  be 
better  :  they  are  Gentlemen  at  leaf!:,  and  have 
fome  Generofity  for  vanquilhed  Enemies.  But 
the  New-England  People  (of  a  certain  Deno» 
mination)  are  fupercilious  in  Power,  and  mean 
‘‘  in  Conqueft.  I  will  venture  to  fay,  that  all  the 
Bifhops  in  Old  England  hav€  not  done  the  Bap- 
tiffs  there  fo  much  Defpite  for  80  Years  paff,  as 
the  Prefcyterians  have  done  this  Tear  to  the 
-Baptifts  of  ^New-England^.”  And  that  the 
latter  are  not  inconfiderable  in  Number  appears 
from  what  this  Vfriter  tells  us,  who  afierts  that 
‘‘  there  are  37  Congregations  of  them  in  Mafia- 
letts”  only  ;  to  fay  nothing  of  Rhode-Iffand, 
where  they  are  more  numerous  -and  much  more 
powerful  than  in  any  of  the  other  Colonies. 

The  Dodtor  objecled  againft  our  Plan,  that  it 
had  been fettled.  This  Objeftion,  if  juft, 
more  nearly  concerns  the  Friends  of  the  Plan, 
than  its  Enemies  :  And  while  he  objefts  the  Ille¬ 
gality  of  the  Plan,  he  fays  much  to  perfuade  us  to 
put  it  far  more  illegally  into  Execution.  But  why 
was  it  illegally  fettled  Becaufe,  fays  he,  it  was 
projedfed  -and  formed,  to  the  intire  Negle^  of  his 
Majejty^  without  wbofe  Licence,  not  even  the  Con¬ 
vocation 

^  Goddard’s  Chrcnicki  Nov,  26th,  177^* 
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-aecation  have  any  Right,  to  fettle  fuch  a  Plan,  or  fo 
much  as  attempt  to  form  it.  p.  113.  In  Reply  to 
this  he  was  told^  that  under  whatever  Reftiaints  3 
Convocation  might  be  laid,  the  Plan  was  not  the 
Work  of  a  Convocation,  But  he  argues,  that; 
if  the  Convocation,,  without  a  fpecial  Licence, 
cannot  attempt  fuch  a  Thing,  much  lefs  can  it  be 
attempted  by  Clergymen  out  of  Convocation- 
Clergymen  of  lefs  Diftindlion  perhaps,,  and  fewer 
in  Number,.  But  this  Argument  is  by  no  Means 
conclulive.  The  Parliament  of.  Great  Britain,  for 
Inftance,  when  met  together  upon- public  Bufmefs, 
are  tied  up  to  the  Striftnefs  of  Rules  and  Forms  ; 
but  when  the  Members  meet  together  occafionally 
or  delignedly,  in  their  private  Charadfer,  they  aiC' 
free  from  thole  Reftraints  to  which- they  were  fub-. 
je£l  in  their  parliamentary  Capacity,  The  like 
■  may  be  fajd.of  t,he  Convocation,;  the  Members  of 
which,  at  a  private  Meeting,  may  lawfully  do 
many  Things,  and  in  fuch  a  ^Vay,  as  are  not  per- 
mited  to  be  done,  at  all,,  or  in  that  Way,  in  Con¬ 
vocation, 

/ 

Nor  has  his  Majefty  httnJntirely  neglect 
Affair.  Indeed  the  Prince  upon  the  Throne  was. 
never  neglefted,  when  the  Scheme  for  an  Ameri¬ 
can  Epifcopate  was  made  the  Objedt  of  Attention. 
The  Cafe  of  the  Epifcopalians  in  th^  Colonies  was 
4uly  confidered  by  the  Society,  and  the  Plan  for* 
an  Epifcopate,  peculiarly  fitted  to  their  Circum?- 
fiances,  was,  brought  nearly  to  its  prefent  Forna,. 
in  the  Reign  of  Queen  Ame — when  an  Order  was 
iffued  by  the  Crown,  for  a  Bill  to  be  drawn  and 
prefented  to  the  Parliament  for  the  Confirmation 
Qf  it  §.  An>  Ai'nerican  Epifcopate  was  prppofed 

U  2  long 

-A 

^  See  the  Atpe^h  p.  5?. 
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long  before  this  Time :  The  Subjed  then  was 
brought  before  the  King’s  Privy  Council,  fo  that 
we  have  no  Reafon  to  think  his  Majefty  was  neg- 
lefted,  at  that  Time.  The  fame  venerable  Per- 
fon,  who  furniflied  the  Extrad  from  Cranmer’.? 
Catechifmj  in  another  Letter  of  Feb.  28th,  1770, 
to  a  different  Perfon,  fays  that  he  had  met  with 
an  original  Letter,  that  fell  into  his  Hands  by 
Executorfhip,  from  Alexander  Murray^  in 
which  he  found  that  the  Council  had  come  to  a 
Refolution  to  eftablifli  Epifcopacy  in  Virginia  ; 
that  he  himfelf  (Dr.  Murray)  who  had  attended 
Charles  11.  abroad,  fliould  be  the  firft  Bifhop  ^ 
that  the  Plan  of  Eftablifhment  was, referred  to 
the  Bifhop  of  London  and  Sir  Orlando  Bridg- 
man,  and  this  was,  fo  far  as  he  could  recoiled, 
Od.  16,  1673,  And  he  fuppofes  the  Matter 
then  died,  by  the  Cahal'^  throwing  out  Sir  Or- 
lando  in  the  November  following,  before  the 
Bifhop  and  he  made  their  Report  Fie  adds, 
that  he  had  returned  the  Original  to  the  Duke  of 
Bedford,  with  feveral  other  Papers  belonging  to 
the  Duke’s  Family,  but  had  taken  a  Copy  of  it. 
To  fay  nothing  farther  of  the  intermediate  Reigns, 
the  Plan  was  properly  laid  before  his  prefent  Ma¬ 
jefty,  and  he  heartily  approved  of  it ;  and  of  this 
Royal  Approbation  fome  Members  of  our  Con¬ 
vention  had  received  authentic  Evidence,  before 
their  Petitions  were  voted.  As  therefore  our  Friends 
have  no  juft  Reafon  to  blame  us  for  proceeding 
illegally^  to  the  intire  Negle^i  of  hh  Majefty^  our 

'Enemies 

y  A  . 


The  late  Archbifliop  difcovered,  from  fome  Papers  of 
Bifhop  Gibfon,  that  there  was  fuch  a  De/ign  in  the  Time  of 
Charles^  II.  and  “  that  Letters  Patent  for  that  Purpofe  are 
V'  ftill  extant,”  Walpok*  p.  17* 
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Enemtes  have  certainly  no  Right  to  reproach  us 
with  it. 

WHT  then  was  not  the  Plan  introduced  with  par¬ 
ticular  Notice  of  fo  important  a  Point  of  Reference 
to  the  Royal  Supremacy?  p.  118.  Becaule  it  was 
not  needful.  The  Defign  was  to  inform  tne  igno¬ 
rant  of  the  true  Plan  that  was  propofed  for  an  A- 
merican  Epifcopate,  and  to  convince  the  preju¬ 
diced  of  the  Reafonablenefs  of  it  and  it  would 
not  have  promoted  either  Part  of  the  Defign,  10 
have  told  the  Reader  what  the  King  thought  of  it. 
But  afterwards,  in  replying  to  the  Doftor  s  Objec¬ 
tions,  this  Information  became  proper,  and  he 
doubtlefs  received  from  it  no  fmall  Confolation. 
However,  he  is  not  altogether  fatisfied,  for  he  iri- 
(juires  farther  \  J^hy  is  thcTC  not  now  exhibited  in 
Form  fome  authentic  Proof  of  the  Kings  Licence 
to  contrive  and publijh  the  Plan  we  have  had  held 
cut  to  View?  p.  1 16.  The  King  couid  gi 
Licence  to  contrive  a  Plan  that  was  contrived  long 
before  he  exifted  ;  but  authentic  Proof  of  his  Ap¬ 
probation  of  it,  and  that  he  does  not  look  upon 
the  Steps  that  have  been  taken  as  any  Infringe¬ 
ment  of  the  Royal  Supremacy,  we  are  able  to  give. 
We  pretend  not  to  have  proceeded  in  all  the  Forms 
of  a  Convocation,  which  would  have  been  a  riai- 
culous  Affeftation,  nor  to  have  received  a  Licence 
under  the  great  Seal,  Such  a  Licence  was  not 
neceffary  ;  it  was  fufficient  for  our  Convention, 
that  his  Majefty  had  confidered  and  was  favorable 
to  the  Epifcopate  in  View,  and  that  our  Evidence 
of  his  favorable  Difpolition  was  fuch  as  could  not 
be  queftioned.  Our  Evidence  of  this  important 
Faft  we  have  not  laid  before  the  Public^  becaufe 

this  would  be  taking  a  Liberty  that  has  not  been 

granted  j 
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granted ;  and  we  are  refolded  to  do  nothing  but 
what  is  JlriSHy  warrantable.  ^ 

If  nothing  elfe  could  be  faid  to  jnftify  the  Con- 
du6l  ,of  thofe  who  propoled  the  Plan,  yet  ^  the 

Charter  granted  to  the  Society  for  the  Propagati- 
‘  on  of  the  Gofpel,  has  the  Nature  and  Efficacy 
‘  of  a  Royal  Commiffionf  and  warranted  them  to* 
concert  any  Plans  that  might  be  thought  neceffary,, 
in  Order  more,  fully  to  anfwer  the  Ends  of  their. 
Incorporation.  They  were  convinced  that  an 
American  Epifcopate  would  be  highly  ufeful,  to^ 
this  Purpofe.  They  mention  the  Matter  as  early 
as  the  Abjlra5i‘  annexed  to  the  anniverfary  Sermon- 
preached  in  1703,  by  Biffiop  Burnet.  From  their 
entering  fo  foon  upon  the  Subjeft,,  it  may  fairly; 
be  concluded,  that,  in  their  Opinion,  the  Charter' 
gave  them  the  Authority  in  Queftion. 


Indeed  the  Doflor  allows,  that  the  Society  had, 
a  Right  to  form  a  general  Plan  for  fending  Bifoops 
to  America^  and  that  this  may  be  perfectly  confifient 
zvith  due  Honor  to  tho^,  Royal  Supremacy  \  but  not. 
to  plan  fuch  an  Epifcopate  as  that  of  the  Appeal 
For,  it.  feems,  .the  Bifl:iops  therein  propofed,  are- 
to  carry  on  the  Bufinefs  of  ecclefaftical  GovernmenP 
and  Bifcipline  in  a  Manner  quite  different  from  that 
zvhich  is  injoined  by  the  Authority  of  the  King  and, 
Parliament,  p.  117.  The  King  and  Parliament 
have  preferibed  in  what  Manner  eqclefiaftical  Go-, 
vernment  fhall  be  adminiftred  in  England  ;  but- 
tlie  Statute  is  not  quoted,  wherein  they  have  in- 
joined  any  Form  of  it  for  the  Colonies.  Indeed  he 
alledges  the  73d  Canon,,  is  pointed  againfh 

thofe  that  impeach  or  deprave  the  Government  or 
f  Difeipline  eftabliffied  in  the  Church  of  England  -J* 

but 
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but  nothing  which  has  not  this  Tendency  is  for¬ 
bidden  by  the  Canon.  The  Canon  could  have  no 
'Reference  to  the  Colonies,  becaufe  they  were  not 
fettled  at  the  Time  of  framing  it ;  and  theiefore  it 
is  not  violated,  by  propofing  an  Epifcopate  for 
the  Colonies,  that  is  peculiarly  adapted  to  the  Cir- 
cumftances  of  ahe  Inhabitants. 

‘  But.,  fays  the  Doftor  :  Why  do  Colony -Kpifcopci-‘ 
iians  glovy  in  being  MeMbevs  of  the  Chtttch  of  £?/- 
gland^  if  thete  is  no  CkuTch  of  Engldnd  bene  ?.  And 
if  there  ds^  it  is  as  reafonable  to  fuppofe  the  Canon 
was  mtended  to  guard  its  eflablifhed  Form  of  Go¬ 
vernment  againji  hnpeacbment  and  Deprivation  hey  e^ 
as  at  home,  p.  118.  We  glory  in  being  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Church  of  England,  becaufe  we  e- 
fteem  it  to  be  the  pureft  and  beft  Church  upon 
Earth.  We  are  Members  of  .that .  Church,  not- 
withftanding  our  diftant  Situation,  becaufe  we  not 
only  receive  her  Articles  and  embrace  her  Liturgy, 
but,  more  efpecially  becaufe  we  fubmit  to  her  Au¬ 
thority,  and  all  our  ecclefiaftical  Offices  are  per- 
formcdby  Power  derived  from  her  Bifhops.  The 
Church  of  England  therefore  extends  itfelf  into 
the  Colonies,  and  partly  exifts  here ;  although  at 
prefent  in  fuch  an  imperfexSt  State,  for  Want  of  an 
Epifcopate,  as  to  be  a  proper  Objeft  of  the  cha¬ 
ritable  Interpolition  of  all  its  Friends. 

Rut  if  the  Church  of  England  exifts  ^  here,  it 
is  argued,  that  the  Canon  muft  have  been  intended 
to  ^lard  its  eflablifhed  Form  of  Government  here, 
a£  well  as  at  home.  But  how  could  the  Canon 
be  intended  to  guard  its  ‘eflabliffjed  horm^  where  no 
Form  is  eflablifhed  ?  The  Canon  was  evidently 

defigned  to  extend,  and  it  can  extend,  no  farther 

than 
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than  to  where  the  Church  was,  or  is  eftablifhed. 
It  may  be  eftablifhed  here  by  the  -  fame  Authority 
that  has  eftablifhed  it  at  home,  and  yet  under  a 
different  Form,  in  many  Refpedts,  without  im- 
.  peaching  or  depraving  any  Part  of  the  Eftablifliment 
which  it  has  in  England.  For  in  framing  Laws 
for  the  external  Regulation  of  a  Church, ‘as  well 
as  of  any  other  Society,  Reference  ought  always  to 
be  iiad  to  the  Circumftances  of  the  Country,  and 
the  Opinions  or  Prejudices  that  generally  prevail 
in  the  Minds  of  People.  On  this  Account,  the 
Government  of  the  Church  may  require  one  mode 
of  Adminiftration  in  England,  and  another  here  ; 
and  fuch  a  Difference  v/ili  be  no  Impeachment  on 
either  Side.  For  while  it  is  allowed,  that  a  certain 
Mode  of  Adminiftration  is  the  fiteft  for  that  Coun¬ 
try  in  which  it  obtains ;  it  is  no  Reflection  to  fay, 
that  it  is  not  fit  for  a  different  Country,  with  a 
View  to  which  it  was  never  framed.  The  prefent 
ecclefiaftical  Governm.ent  in  England,  although 
perhaps  in  fome  Points  capable  of  Improvement, 
yet,  upon  the  whole,  may  be  better  adapted- to 
that  Kingdom,  than  any  other  Form  that  can  be 
devifed.  At  the  fame  Time,  the  Epifcopate  pro- 
pofed  for  America,  may  be  fiter  for  America,  tJian 
inch  an  Epifcopate  as  is  eftabliflied  in  England. 
In  thefe  Cafes,  the  American  Epifcopate  will  imply 
no  Refledion  upon  the  Fdnglifh  Epifcopate,  nor  the 
Englifli  upon  the  American  ;  as  each  may  be  beft 
fited,  in  fuch  different  Countries,  to  anfwer,  the 
great  Ends  of  the  general  Appointment. 

The  Church  of  England  claims  to  herlelf  a 
Right,  and  fhe  allows  the  fame  to  all  Churches,  to 
regulate  or  alter  the  Externals  oi  Religion,  as  Cir¬ 
cumftances  may  require.  Previoully  to  the  Settle¬ 
ment 
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ment  of  ecclefiaftical  Matters  foon  after  the  Ac- 
celTion  of  Queen  Elizabeth^  this.  Point  was  fully 
canvalTed ;  and  at  a  public  Difputation  between 
the  ptoteftant  and  popilh  Divines,  the  former  con¬ 
tended  for  and  fupported  this  Propofition-— that 
every  particular  Church  hath  Authority  to  infti- 
tute,  change  and  abrogate  Ceremonies  and  Rites 
of  the  Ch^firch  (meaning  every  Thing  belonging 
to  its  Worlhip  or  Difcipline  that  is  not  elTential) 
fo  that  it  be  to  P^ification^.”  Accordingly  the 
Doftrine  of  this  Propofition  was  foon  after  brought 
into  Art.  xxxiv.  It  is  not  necefiary,  fays  the 
Article,  that  Traditions  and  Ceremonies  be  in  all 
Places  one  or  utterly  like,  for  at  all  Times  they 
have  been  diverfe,  and  may  be  changed  accor- 
ding  to  the  Eiverjity  of  Country  and  Men^s  Man^ 
‘‘  ners.^  fo  that  nothing  be  ordained  contrary  to 
‘‘  God’s  Word. — Every  particular  or  national 
Church  hath  Authority  to  ordain,  change  and 
abolifh  Ceremonies  or  Rites  of  the  Church, 
ordained  only  by  Men’s  Authority ;  fo  that  all 
Things  be  done  to  edifying.”  The  fame  Lan¬ 
guage  is  ufed  in  the  Preface  to  the  Book  of  Common 
Prayer  eftablifhed  by  14  Charles  II,  and  in  many 
other  Places.  According  therefore  to  the  Doftrine  of 
the  Church  of  England,  the  Diverfity  of  Country 
and  Men’s  Manners”  may  be  a  fufficient  Reafon, 
for  fettling  an  Epifcopate  in  America  under  differ¬ 
ent  Regulations,  and  a  different  external  Form, 
from  what  may  be  efteemed  preferable  in  England. 

Were  the  Circumftances  of  this  Country  the 
fame  with  thofe  of  England,  an  Epifcopate  of  the 
fame  Kind  v/ith  that  in  England  would  have .  been 
the  Objed  of  our  Plan  ;  for  we  believe,  as  the 

X  Legiflature 
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Legiflature  at  home  believe,  that  fuch  an  Epif- 
copate  is  beft  fited  for  fuch  a  Country.  Were  the 
Circumftances  of  England  the  fame  with  thofe  of 
the  Colonies,  fuch  an  Epifcopate  as  would  be  beft 
Eor  the  Colonies,  would -alfo  be  beft  for  the  Mo¬ 
ther-Country.  In  that  Cafe,  I  confefs,  it  would 
be  'an  idle  ‘Thing  to  fay^  that  Circumftances  in 
‘  America  require  that  the  Externals  cf  an  Epif- 
‘  copate  ftiould  be  under  a  Regulation  peculiar  to 
‘  this  Country.’  But  he  that  cannot  fee  that  the 
Circumftances  of  the  Two  Countries  are  widely 
different,  muft  be  blind  with  a  Witnefs  •,  and  he 
that  can  argue  for  the  Propriety  of  any  Mode 
or  external  Form  under  certain  Circumftances,  be- 
caufe  it  is  proper  under  different  Circumftances,  is 
idle  indeed.  Strange  !  that  the  Doftor,  who  can 
frequently  make  Diftindtions  where  there  is  no 
Difference,  fhould  not  be  able  to  diftinguilh  fo 
glaring  a  Difference  ! 


i  ^ 


But  we  are  told,  that  no  Circumjlances^  mlefs 
thofe  of  a  meer  worldly  Nature^  which  have  nothing 
to  do  with  a  purely  fpiritual  Kingdom ^  can  make  it 
jit^  fuitahle  or  reafonahle^  that  the  Mode  of  an  Epif- 
^  copate ‘fhould  be  different  (here)  from  what  it  is  at 
home^  p.  120.  It  may  be  faid,  in  the  like  Strain, 
that  no  Circumftances,  but  thofe  of  a  mere  wordly 
Nature,  which  have  nothing  to  do  with  a  purely 
fpiritual  Kingdom,  can  make  it  reafonable  or  fit, 
that  the  Mode  of  fupporting  the  Clergy  here, 
fhould  be  different  from  what  it  is  at  home,  namely, 
by  Tithes.  This  Propofition  is  in  the  fame  Style 
with  the  Do6lor’s,  and  is  as  unexceptionable  as  his. 
The  fpiritual  Kingdom  of  Chrift  is  indeed  not  of 
this  World  ;  yet  it  exifts the  World,  and  as  the 
Subjefts  of  it  are  not  pure  Spirits^  like  the  Bifhops 

the 
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tiieDoftor  allows  us,  it  may  be  greatly  affeded  by 
.  the  Things  of  this  World.,  But  I  will  not  enlarge 
on  fo  pfain  a  Subjeft,  If  the  Epifeopate  now 
propofed,  would  be  better  received,  and  probably 
have  a  better  Effedt  in  America,^  than  the  Eng  r 
Epifeopate^  it  is,  of  the  two,  the  hter  for  t  is 
Country.  It  is  of  no.Confequence  in  this  £)ebate, 

whether  the  Fitnefs  arifes  from  Confiderations  that 

are  purely  fpiritual^^  or  not.  Fitnefs  is  Fitnels^, 
Reafonablcnefs  is  Reafonablenefs  *,  and  whatever  is 
fit  and  reafonable  to  be  done,  ougnt  always  to  be 
'done..  It  is,  therefore  fubmitted  to  the  Reader  s 
Judgment,  whether-  the  Plan  for  am  American 
Epifeopate  which  has  been  offered  to  the  PuEhc, 
has  any  Tendency  to  impeach  or  deprave  the  eftab- 
lifhed  Government  of  the  Church  of  England-— 
any  more,  than  a  particular  Mode  of  maintaining 
the  Clergy  in  one  Country,  is  an  Impeachment  of 
a  different  IVIpdeof  maintaining  them  in,  another 

Country.. 

After  all^  what  is  this  to  the  ©oftor,,  or  his 
Adherents  ?  Are  he  andthey,^  on  a  fudden,  become 
fo  friendly,  as  to  defire  that  the  Advocates  for  the 
Epifeopate  in  Queftion  may  not  incur  the  Penalty 
of  a  Canon  ?  He,,  good  Man,  feems  to  be  under 
great  Concern  for  us  on  this  Account.  We  are 
obliged  to  him  for  his  Friendjhip'\  but  he  may  fpare 
himfelf  all  his  Uneafinefs,  as  we  are  fafe  without 

k. 

Has  Fulminations.  hitherto  have  refembled  that 
diftant  Cannonading,  which  often  precedes  and 
introduces  a  clofe  Engagement,  where  Noife  and 
Smoak  are  the  moft  that  is  expected.  But  now  he 
proceeds  to  immediate  Action,  His  Five  capital 

X  2  Objeftions, 
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-  Objeftions,  like  fo  many  Handing  Batteries  formerly 
erefted,  he  again  brings  to  bear  upon  the  Plan 
that  has  been  advanced — but,  with  what  Porce 
and  Execution,  will  Ihortly  appear  from  a  diftindt 
yiew  of  each. 

Objection  E  The  Government  and  Difcipline  of 
the  Church  of  England,  under  the  prcpofed  American. 
Epifcopate,  is  injurious  both  to  the  Church,  and  the 
Bijhops  that  are  to  preftde  over  it,  p.  121.  He 
thought  it  injurious  to  the  Church,  becaufe  it  was 
to  have  no  immediate  Effedt  upon  the  Laity,  To 
this  it  was  anfwered  :  ‘  If  the  Laity  are  not  to  be 
‘  affedled  by  the  Bilhop’s  Authority,  they  are  cer- 
‘  tainly  not  to  be  injured  by  it  •,  that,  which  does. 
^  not  operate  at  all,  producing  no  EfFedl,  either 
‘  injurious  or  beneficial*,”  He  now  alks  :  Is  this, 
a  fit  Anfwer  fox  public  View  P  It  was  offered  as 
fuch,  and  I  fee  no  Reafon  to  be  aihamed  of  it.  No. 
one,  fays  he,  I  believe,  before  the  EoSlor  ev^r'  faid, 
it  was  not  injurious  to  deprive  the  Laity  of  a  jpiritual 
Privilege  they  are  fuppofed  to  be  intitled  to,  and  by  a 
Grant  from  Jefus  Chrijl,  For  niy  Part,  I  believQ 
Dr.  Chauncy  is  the  firft,  that  ever  talked  of  depri-. 
ving  Men  of  what  they  neyer  had  in  Pofieflion, 
If  the  not  bellowing  a  Favour  may  be  called  a. 
Deprivation,  it  may  be  faid  of  him,  that  he  has 
been  deprived  of  the  Bilhoprick  of  London, 

The  fpiritual  Privilege,  of  which  he  fuppofes 
the  American  Laity  to  be  deprived  by  our  Plan,  is 
that  of  being  immediately  under  the  Government 
of  Bilhops ;  but  if  they  are  not  defirous  of  being 
under  fuch  Government,  they  certainly  cannot  con-, 
fider  it,  nor  ought  it  to  be  mentioned,  in  the 

Eight 
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U^ht  of  a  Privilege.  The  Dodor  often  fpeaks  of 

ecclefiaftical  Difcipline,  as  only  the  Rule  for  pu- 
nilhing,  or  the  Punilhment  itfelf,  ^  ecclefiaftical 
Delinquents  •,  according  to  whichUfe  of  the  Word 
the  Priviletre  for  which  he  contends,  in  Behalf  of 
the  American  Laity,  is  the  Privilege  of  king  pu- 
nijhed  for  their  Offences.  So  that  his  Privilege  xs 
of  as  new  and  extraordinary  a  N  ature,  as  his  De¬ 
privation.  For  tell  a  Criminal  of  his  Privilege  of 
receiving'  public  Corredion,  and  he  will  take  it  as 
an  Inful°  If  the  Dodor  had  contended  for  ecclefial- 
tical  Punilhment,  which  he  means  by  the  Word 
Difcipline,  as  a  Benefit  to  the  Church  in  general,  or 
fometimes  even  to  the  Delinquents  themfelves,  and 
not  as  a  Privilege  to  the  SufRrers,  he  might  have 
been  free  from  Abfurdity. 

I 

This  Matter  of  Difcipline  feems  to  have  been 
ftrangely  mifunderftood,  or  mifreprefented,  by  my 
Opponent.  It  is  not  propofed  that  the  American 
Laity  of  the  Church  of  England,  after  the  Settle¬ 
ment  of  an  Epifcopaie,  fhall  be  under  no  ecclefi¬ 
aftical  Difcipline  at  all  *,  for  they  are  not  fo  at  pre- 
fent.  It  is  the  Duty  of  the  Clergy  now, 
will  be  conlidered  as  their  Duty  under  the  propofed 
Lpifcopate,  to  make  Ufe  of  public  and  private 
Admonition,  and  to  repel  from  the^  holy  Commu¬ 
nion,  as  Cafes  may  require  *,  and  it  does  not  ap¬ 
pear,  that  a  more  fevere  Difcipline  than  this,  would, 
in  the  prefent  Age,  and  in  this  Country,  tend  to 
Edification.  The  Enemies  of  the  Church  of  En¬ 
gland  reproached  the  Eftablifhment  of  it  by  Queen 
Elizabeth,  with  the  Negled  of  Difcipline  •,  but  its 
celebrated  maintained  in  Anfwer  to  thern, 

that  She  was  guilty  of  no  criminal  Negleft  in  this 

Refpeft.  ^os—qumtum  his  Moribus  et  ^empo- 

ribus^ 
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riius,  &c.  /.  as  far  as  the  prefent  Times,,  and 
the  prefent  State  of  JVIanners,  in  this  Age  of 
general  Corruption,  will  admit  of,  we  do^are- 
fully  adminifter  ecclefiaftical  Difcipline  This 
he  thought  a  fufficient  Juftification  of  the  Church 
of  England  ^  not  imagining  that  She  was  obliged 
to  make  Ufc  of  a  feverer  Difcipline  than  the  Times 
would  admit  of.  The  fame  Plea  is  offered  for  the 
Epifcopate  propofed  for  the  Colonies..  As  much* 
Difcipline  over  the  Laity  as  the  State  of  this 
Country  will  admit  of,  is  m  the  Hands  of  the 
Clergy  ;  and  therefore  more  will  not  be  introduced 
by  the  Bifhops  of  our  Plan.  Confequently,  in  this 
Refpedl,  they  will  not  be  immediately  beneficial  to* 
the  Laity.  However,  as  they  will  probably  caiife 
fome  of  the  Clergy  to  be  more  attentive  to  their^ 
Duty  in  general  than  they  would  otherwife  be,  and 
to  that  of  Difcipline,  as  well  as  others  *,  in  this 
Way  they  will  be  really  beneficial  to  the  Laity,  by 
the  Inftrumentality  of  the  Clergy. 

Under  this  Objedlion  the  Doftor  urged,  that 
our  Plan  would  be  injurious  to  the  Bijhops 
by  reftraining  their  Power.  It  was  anfwered,  that 
if  fuch  a  Reftridlion  was  not  injurious  to  the 
Church,  it  could  be  no  Injury  to  the  Bifhops.  I 
could  not  conceive  of  the  Authority  of  Bifhops, 
under  the  Notion  of  fo  much  private  Property  be¬ 
longing  to  them  ;  in  Confequence  of  which  every 
Limitation  of  their  Authority  would  be  fo  much 
Damage  fuftained  by  the  Bifhops.  This  was  men-  ‘ 
tioned  as  an  abfurdity  attending  the  Doftor’s  Pofi-  ' 
tion.  He  now  refers  to  it,  not  as  a  fuppofed  Ab¬ 
furdity  of  his,  but  as  a  Principle  of  mine  ;  and 
makes  a  Flouridi  in  the  following  abufiv^e  Excla¬ 
mation  : 

^  Bp.  JewelV  Ajology,  p.  66. . 
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mation:  It  is  amazing^  one  of  the  DoElor' s  Cha¬ 
racter  JhoiiJd  not  be  able  to  fee,  that  Bifloops  were 
(are)  capable  of  fuftaining  Damage  in  other  Ways  be- 
Jides  that  of  being  touched  in  their  private  Property, 

P-  ^23. 


To  what  was  faid  on  this  Subjeft  in  the  Appeal 
defended,  which  (lands  in  full  Force  nqtwithftand- 
ing;  the  Doftor’s  Attempt  to  weaken  it,  I  will  now 
add,  as  worthy  of  his  Attention,  the  following  Con- 
fidcrarions.  The  epifcopal  Order  has  Authority, 
given  by  Chrift,  to  govern  the  Church.  This  Au¬ 
thority  extends  to  all  the  Members  of  the  Church, 
the  Laity  as  well  as  Clergy ;  but  its  immediate  Ac¬ 
tion  or  Operation  was  chiefly  intended  to  take 
Place  upon  the  Clergy.  ,  The  Difcipline  of  the 
Church,  fo  far  as  the  Laity  are  its  immediate  Ob- 
jefts,  has  always  been  exercifed  by  the  parochial 
Clergy,  except  in  fome  extrordinary  Cafes,  and  not 
by  the  Bifhops  in  their  own  Peribns.  It  appears 
therefore,  that  no  great  Innovation  will  be  the 
Confequence  of  our  Plan  *,  it  being  intended  only 
to  provide,  that  no  new  Difcipline  over  the  Laity 
lhall  be  introduced  into  America,  nor  the  common 
Difcipline  exercifed  by  different  Perfons,  under  the 
propofed  Epifeopate.  And  where  it  is  faid  that 
the  Bilhop’s  ‘  Authority  (hall  operate  only  upon 
^  the  Clergy  of  the  Church,  and  not  upon  the 
*  Laity  f  the  Meaning  is,  that  it  fiiall  operate  only 
upon  the  Clergy  as  its  immediate  Objects,  and 
that  others  can  have  no  Reafon  to  dread  its  Eflebls. 
Not  that  the  epifcopal  Authority  over  the  Laity 
fhall  be  intirely  fufpended  ;  for  when  the  parochial 
Clergy  exercife  an  Authority,  given  them  by  the 
Bifhops,  and  under  their  Superintendency,  it  is  an 

Fverriff*  nf  the  Riflinn’c:  Anilmrir^^  What  a 


Exercife  of  die  Bifiiop’s  Authority.  What  a  Bi- 
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fhop  does^  properly  and  effedually  by  Means  of 
Ills  fubordinate  Officers,  is  his  own  Act ;  and  there 
is  no  juft  Room  to  complain,  that  the  BiPnops  of 
the  Appeal  are  injured,  by  being  divefted  of  all 
Authority  over^  the  Laity.  The  Authority  given 
by  Chrift  to  Biftiops  ought  always  to  be  exerciied 
in  fuch  a  Manner,  as  may  beft  anfwer  its  original 
Intention,  of  which  they  are  the  proper  Judges. 
If  the  Governors  of  the  Church  had  not  fome  dif- 
cretionary  Power  in  Matters  of  this  Nature,  in 
many  Cafes  the  Exercife  of  their  Authority  would 
tend  more  to  Deftruftion  than  to  Edification,  and 
thus  defeat  its  own  End. 

I 

I 

Objection  IL  The  Bijhops  in  this  Plan  are  fo 
widely  different  from  the  Bijhops  of  the  Church  of 
Englana  at  home^  that  it  is  not  reafonable  they  fhould 
be  deftred  or  fent^  p.  124.  In  Anfwer  to  this  it  was 
faid,  "  the  Biffiops  in  this  Plan  are  effentially  the 
‘  fame  with  the  Biftiops  at  home,  how  widely 
foever  they  may  differ  in  fome  Circumftances.’  So 
far  as  they  differ  from  the  Biftiops  in  England,  they 
are  more  adapted  to  the  State  of  the  Colonies,  and 
are  proportionably  more  to  be  defired  than  fuch 
Biftiops  ;  the  Difference  being  propofed  for  this 
very  End,  that  they  may  be  rendered  more  de- 
firable  in  this  Country.  And 'I  obferved  to  this 
Objeftor,  in  Words  that  have  not'  efcaped  his 
Notice,  that  ‘  let  them  be  ever  fo  different,  if  fuch 
‘  Biftiops  as  ar^  propofed  are  fiter  for  the  Colonies, 
than  fuch  Biftiops  as  are  in  England,  and  the 
‘  Dodiorwill  hardly  fay  they  are  not  ;  then  it  maybe 
reafonable  that  they  ftiould  be  both  defired  and 
*  fent||.”  But  behold  here,  another  Curiofity  in  the 
Regions  of  ControverJy  !  The  Doftor  replies  in 

theL 
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thefe  remarkable  Words  :  7he  plain  Anfwer  is^  they 
are  not  filer  for  the  Colonies^  than—iph^vi  what?  I 
dare  fay  every  Reader  expefts  the  next  Words  to 
be,  fuch  Bifihops  as  are  in  England*  But  no  fuch 
Matter  ;  for  thus  it  is  in  my  Copy,  than)  for  the 
Mother  Country*  See  here,  in  a  proteftant  Divine, 
an  Inftance  of  Jefuitical  Sophiftry,  that  is  worthy 
of  a  Filiucius  or  an  Escobar  !  The  Bilhops  pro- 
pofed  were  faid  to  be  fiter  for  this  Country,  than 
fuch  Bifhops  as  are  in  England  would  be  ;  but  they 
were  not  faid  to  be  fiter  for  the  Colonies  than  they 
are  for  England,  although  this  be  undoubtedly 
the  Cafe.  The  Propofition  that  I  advanced,  this 
accomplilhed  Difputant  was  unable  to  deny  ;  but 
in  the  Place  of  it  he  denied  a  Propofition  that  I  hadi 
not  advanced,  that  he  might  appear  to  contradift 
me. 

Under  this  Branch  of  the  Objeftion,  theDodtor 
infifted,  that  it  was  unreafonablc  for  a  comparative 
Handful  of  epifcopal  Profeffors  in  the  Colonies  to 
epcpeft,  that  the  Powers  and  Appendages  of  Bifhops 
fhould  be  fo  mightily  abridged  in  Favour  of  them  ; 
when  the  Dijfenters  in  England.,  and  others  who 
defired  it,  could  not  obtain  this  Gratification  at 
home.'  To  this  I  gave  no  particular  Anfwer,  as 
the  fame  Point  had  been  already  confidered,  and 
what  had  been  faid  was,  in  my  Opinion,  a  full 
Artfwer  to  it.  But  where  (this  was  confidered) 
fays  tlie  Doftor,  he  has  not  told  us  nor  causl  find 
that  he  has  any  where  given  fuch  an  Anfwer,  or  even 
attempted  it,  p.  125.  As  I  frequently  find  Reafon 
to  fufpeft,  that  he  has  never  read,  with  proper 
Attention^  the  Pieces  he  undertakes  to  refute,  I 
fliall  not  queftion  the  Truth  of  what  is  here  af- 
fcrted,  namely,  that  he  knows  not  where  I  had 

Y  '  obviated 
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obviated  the  Remark  under  Confideration.  And 
as  I  am  willing  to  give  him  any  friendly  Affiftance 
he  may  thinlf  himfelf  intitled  to  afk,  I  will  inform 
him,  that  I  had  Reference  in  particular  to  p.  113, 
preceeding  ;  for  the  Pertinency  and  Force  of  which, 
I  appeal  to  every  Reader,  one  only  excepted. 

/ 

The  Dodlor  alfo  complains,  that  !  took  no  No¬ 
tice  of  what  he  faid,  concerning  the  Inconfiftency 
of  our  Plan  with  the  Dodtrine  of  Uniformity^  which 
is,  made  fo  important  a  Matter  in  the  Church  of 
England,  I  allure  him,  that  whatever  in  his  Anfwer 
1  paired  by  without  Notice,  w^as  omitted,  either 
from  an  Opinion  that  it  had  been  already  obviated, 
or  that  it  did  not  deferve  particular  Notice.  It 
was  on  the  latter  of  thefe  Accounts,  that  I  made 
no  Remarks  upon  the  Paffage  referred  to.  And 
here  I  will  only  obferve  by  the  Bye,  that  Unifor¬ 
mity  is  not  more  ftrenuoully  required  by  the  Church 
of  England,  than  by  every  other  national  Church, 
An  Uniformity  of  Worlliip  and  Dodirine,  and  even 
of  Difciplinc  in  all  its  effenlial  Parts,  with  v-hat  is 
eftabliflied  in  England,  will  be  maintained  in  the 
Church  of  England  in  the  Colonies,  under  the- 
propofed  Epifeopate.  And  as  to  the  Difference  in 
khe  Appendages  of  our  Bifhops,  it  will  be  no 
greater  than  has  lately  been  proved,  from  the  34th 
Article— that,  in  the  Opinion  of  the  Church  of 
England,  Diverfity  -of  Countries  and  Men’s 

Manners”  willjuftify. 

It  was  farther  objefted,  that  if  Bifhops  Jhould  he 
fent  to  the  Colonies,  with  thefe  reftrained  Powers  (as 
mentioned  in  the  Plan)  undefirable  Confequences 
might  be  naturally  feared,  both  here  and  at  home. 
I’he  Confequence  to  be  dreaded  here,  was  faid  to 

be. 
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Ik  that^  the  BiJIoopi  would  throw  off  this  Rejiraint 
as  foon  as  might^  be. lice.  In,  Anfwcr  to  this  it  was 
obfcrved,  that  Men’s  ^endeavouring  to  tree  them- 
felves.  from  Reftraint,  is.no  juft.  Reafon.  w  y  tney 
ftiould  not  be  reftrained,  on  proper  Occahons  It 
was  alfo  obferved,  that  no  Uneafinefs  wider  uc 
a  Reftraint  was  juftly  to  be  apprehended  in  our 
American  Bilhops for  as  they  will  know  what  to 
expeft  before  they  accept  of  the  Office,^  there 
can  be  noDifappointment,  I  then,  proceeded  m 
the  following  Words,,  which.I  beg  Leave  to  tram 
feribej  becaufe  I  think  them  a  fofficient  A^wer 
not  only  to  all that'was  objeded  under  this  Head,_ 
but  to  all, the  Dodornov/  fays  in,  Support  of  his, 
Obiedion.  ‘  Why  fliould,  they,  (the  American 
‘  Bifoops)  be  uneafy,  ,  becaufe  the  Bifliops  at  home 
are  invefted  with  civil  Authority  ?  The  Bifliops 
‘  at  home,  may,  be  as  properly,  uneafy,  and^  reftlefs, 
becaufe  they  ar.e  not^  like  fome  of,  their  Order 
^  on  the  Continent  of,  Europe,  fovereign.  Princes. 
Perhaps  the  Uneafinefs  of  American  Bilhops  may 
be- ftippoled  to  arife  froni  tne  R,eftedion,  thab,. 
‘  deftitute  as  they,  are  of '  civil  Power,  ,  they  are  Bi-- 
*•  Ihopsof.  the  fame.Church  with  their  Brethren  in, 
‘  En'^land..  But  they  will  not  be  able  to  .  avoid  .the 
farther  Refledion,  that  they  are  Bilhops  of  the. 
‘  fame  Church  in,  different  Countries,  and  under, 
‘  Circumftanpes  which,  eflentially  alters 

‘  the- Cafe..  And  no  better?  Reafon  can  be  given,. 
‘  why  they  fhould  not  be  contented  with  dels.  .  Power 
‘  than  belongs  tothe-Bilhops  in  England,  than  .why, 
‘  the  other  Bilhops  in.  England  Ihould  not  be  con: 

tented  with  lefs  Power  than  belongs  to  the  Bilhop 
‘  of  Durham.  This  fame.  Kind,  of  Reafoning. 
would  operate  as  ftrongly  againft;  epifcopal  Cler- 
?ymea  in  America,  as  againft  Bilhops-  The 
^  '  T  2'  Clergy 
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^  Clergy  of  the  Church  of  England  at  home,  are, 
^  in  a  great  Meafure,  fupported  by  Tithes  ;  there- 
^  fore,  it  might  have  been  faid,  at  the  firft  Settle- 
‘  ment  of  the  Colonies,  if  Clergymen  of  the  Church 
‘  of  England  are  once  admitted  in  this  Country, 
^  under  whatever  Reftridions  or  Limitations,  they 
^  will  not  be  eafy,  until  they  fhall  have  fecured  to 
^  themfelves  the  Tithes  of  oiir  Eftates^.’- 

In  Reply  to  this  Illuflration,  the  Dodor  fays  ; 
J'he  Fa^  here  fuppofed  is^  I  believe^  Jlribfly  true^^ 
that  the  Clergy  of  the  Church  of  England  will  never 
be  eafy  until  they  may  have  fecured  to  themf elves 
from  our  EJiatej  here^^  what  will  be^  in  fubjtantial 
Signification^  the  fame  Fhing  with  the  Fithes  in  En¬ 
gland,^  p.  i2g.  I  believe  that  the  Clergy,  of  what¬ 
ever  Denomination,  as  well  as  Men,  of  whatever 
Station  in  Life,  will  not,  and  cannot,  be  eafy, 

'  without  a  competent  Maintenance.  And  I  agree 
v/ith  the  Dodor,  that  a  competent  Maintenance 
in  one  Way,  is,  in  fubfiantial  Signification^  much 
the  fame  Thing  with  a  cornpetent  Maintenance  in 
any  other  Way,  But  fomething  feems  to  be  here 
infinuated,  to  the  peculiar  Difadvantage  of  the 
epifcopal  Clergy  in  the  Colonies,  as  if  they  were 
apt  to  be  more  reftlefs,  uneafy  and  rapacious,  than 
other  Men  ;  or,  at  leaft,  than  the  Clergy  of  other 
Denominations.  But  fuch  an  Infmuation  is  not 
more  illiberal  than  unjuft  f  \  as  I  verily  believe. 

Appeal  defended,  p.  208,  209. 

f  To  Ihew  that  one  Ecclehaftic  is  not  always  innocent  of 
the  Crimes  of  which  he  accufes  others,  and  to  give  a  littl^ 
Relaxation  to  the  Reader,  who  may  be  fatigued  with  travel¬ 
ing  through  fb  many  dry  Pages  of  Controverfy,  I  beg  Leave 
to  introduce  the  following  Ancedote.  Bilibaldus  Pirckhei-. 
snerus,  the  great  Friend  of  Erafmus,  in  a  Company  where 
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from  all  that  I  know  of  fuch  Matters,  that  it  is 
intirely  groundlefs.  Why  then  lliould  they  be  the 
Objefts  of  any  peculiar  Jealoufy  ?  And  why  did 
the  Doftor,  on  my  happening  to  mention  them, 
feize  upon  the  Occafion  to  give  this  Evidence  of 
his  brotherly  Affeftion  towards  them  ? 


It  was  pretended  that  Two  undejlr cable  Cofife* 
quences  would  arife  at  home,  from  granting  to  the 
Colonies  the  Epifcopate  requefted.  One  is,  that 
vaft  Numbers  of  People  there,  meaning  the  Dif- 
fenters  and  difaffedled  Members  of  the  Church, 
would  think  themfelves  hardly  treated^  when  they 
found  fuch  an  Epifcopate  granted  to  the  Ameri- 


IBUch  was  raid  in  Commendation  of  him,  took  Notice  that  a 
certain  Mendicant  Monk,  difcovered,  by  his  Countenance^  and 
Geftures,  that  he  was  greatly  dilTatislied  with  the  Encomiums 
that  palled.  And  being  hard  pufhed  to  d^lare  what  he 
**  had  to  cenfure  in  Erafmus,  he  faid,  that  this  Man,  whom 
‘‘  they  alFedted  to  extol  fo  much,  was  a  notorious  Eater  oy 
Fon^jls  ;  and  that  he  knew  it  to  be  true,  not  from  the  Tef- 
timony  of  others,  but  of  his  own  Eyes.  Did  Erafn^ius  buy 
them,  or  Heal  them  ?  Said  Pirckheimer.  He  bought  them, 
faid  the  Monk.— But  is  it  then  a  Sin  to  eat  Fowls  ?  Mod: 
certainly,  anfwered  the  Monk  :  It  is  the  Sin  of  Gluttony  ; 
“  and  it  becomes  the  more  heinous,  when  it  is  committed 
and  frequently  repeated  by  Church-Men.  Perhaps,  faid 
Pirckheimer,  he  eats  them  upon  Fall-Days.  No,  laid  the 
Monk ;  but  we  Eccleliallicks  ought  to  abdain  upon  all 
Days  from  fuch  Delicacies.  Ah,  my  good  bather,  faid 
Pirckheimer,  it  is  not  by  eating  dry  Bread,  that  you  have 
got  that  huge  Paunch  of  yours ;  and  if  all  the  Fowls,  which 
have  gone  into  it,  could  lift  up  their  Voice  at  once,  and 
cackle  in  Concert,  they  would  make  Noife  enough  to 
««  drown  the  Drums  and  Trumpets  of  an  Army  ad'  This, 
it  is  hoped,  will  be  as  acceptable  to  the  Reader,  as  the  Story 
of  my  good  Friend,  the  Do6lor,  about  a  Cock  and  a  Bull  and 
^hree  RAM-CFIICKENS  ^ith  ^uohich  the  Children  are  fotne- 
^imes  dinjerted*  See  his  Appeal  anfwered,  p.  25?  in  ^  Note. 
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cans,  as  has  been  refufed  to  them.  I  think  themi 
very  hardly  treated  by  fuch  an  Objeftion  as  this; 
wherein  they  arc  reprefented  as  a  Set  of  peevifli 
and  unreafonable  People,  difpofed  to  behave  weak¬ 
ly,  abfurdly  and  perverfely,.  and  in  a  Manner 
grofsly  unworthy  of  Men  and  of  Chriflians.  They 
are  here  fuppofed.,  in  the  firft  Place,  to  prefer  fuch 
an  Epifcopate  as  is  propofed  for  the  Colonies,  to 
the  Epifcopate  in  England-^-thcn,.  to  have  applied 
for  fuch  an  Epifcopate  themfelves,  which  has  been, 
refufed  them-— and  laftly,  becaufe  they  cannot  ob¬ 
tain  it  in  England,  to,  be  unwilling  that  the  Ame¬ 
ricans  (hould  have  it.  The  Doctor  may  be  better 
acquainted  with  the  Genius  and  Difpofition  of' 
thofe  People  than  I  am  *,  but  I  can  hardly  believe* 
fuch  an  unfavorable  Reprefentation  of  them  to  be.: 
juft,  at  leaft,  without  many  Exceptions^ 

In  making  this  Objeftion,  I  thought  my  Op-* 
ponent  had  forgotten  his  proper  Bufinefs  and  Cha¬ 
racter  which  was  to  anfwer  the  Appeal^,  upon  the* 
Principles  of  the  Diffenters  in  this  Country.  Now» 
if  we  may  judge  of  them  from  their  Writers,  they* 
would  willingly  inflame,  rather  than  allay,  the* 
Difcontent  at  home  with  the  prefent  ecclefiafticaL 
Eftablifliment ;  and  therefore  they  cannot  confif- 
tently  objeCt,  that  the  Execution  of  our  Plan  would 
increafe  that  Difcontent,  or,  in  other  Words,,  pro¬ 
duce  an  Effect  which  they  wifti  to  fee..  The  Doc¬ 
tor  fays,  that  I  had  injudicoujly  mifplaced  this'  Re- 
mark-~-that  had  I  made  it  mider  the  former  OhjeAi-- 
on^  it  would  have  appeared  more  plaufihle.  p.  130. 
The  Remark  here  was  proper  and  pertinent;  and  by 
introducing  it  in  this  Place,  I  meant  not  to  confine 
it  to  this  particular  Objeftion.  And  I  exprefsiy 

faid,  that  the  DoCfor  miftook  his  proper  Bufineis^ 

not 
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not  only  where  it  was  then  pointed  out,  but  m 
MANY  OTHER  Places  f .  Thc  former  Obje5lion  was 
fo  glaring  an  Inftance  of  this  Mifmanagement, 
that  it  was  needlefs  to  mention  it. 

Notwithstanding,  the  Do6tor  thinks  he  had 
a  Right  to  make  Objeftions  upon  any  Principles, 
as  Objebfions  of  all  Kinds  were  called  for.  But  who 
called  for  all  Kinds  of  Objeftions,  in  the  Latitude 
wherein  he  has  produced  them?  For  good, 
bad  and  indifferent  ;  pertinent  and  impertinent ; 
conliftent  and  inconfiftent ;  reafonable  and  unrea- 
fonable'?  I  v/ill  undertake  to  anfwer  for  the  Au¬ 
thor  of  the  Appeal^  that  he  did  not.  But  if,  in 
Faft,  he  had  made  fo  abfurd  a  Propofal,  the  Doc¬ 
tor  fhould  have  had  more  Difcretion  than  to  have 
accepted  of  it.  But  to  clear  himfelf  partly  from  the 
Charge  of  Inconfiftency,  he  informs  us,  that  he  and 
thofe  v/ho  are  commonly  called  Diffenters,,  are  in  real 
Earneft  that  the  epifcopal  Laity  may  not  be  impofed 
on  by  their  planning  Clergy— -mdi  that  the  Defign  of 
the  Objeftion  was  to  ferve  them.  It  appears  to 
me  that  the  Account  would  have  been  far  more 
juft  and  candid,  had  he  faid,  that  he  and  his  Ad¬ 
herents  were  in  real  Earneft,,  to  excite,  in  the  Minds 
of  the  epifcopal  Laity,,  a  Jealoufy,  that  their  Cler¬ 
gy  have  combined  to  impofe  upon  and  deceive 
them.  For,  I  believe,  it  is  not  fo  much  Friend- 
fhip  to  the  Laity,  as  Enmity  to  the  Clergy,  that 
has  caufed  them  to  be  fo  mightily  in  Earneft, 
L' heir  planning  Clergy!  How  often  muft  this  Ob¬ 
jector  be  told,  that  the  Epifeopate  in  Qiieftion 
was  never  planned  by  the  American  Clergy  ?  It  was 
fhewn  in  the  Appeal,,  that  it  was  planned  by  others  ; 
and  that  the  Plan  is  ho  otherwife  ours,  than  as  we 

have 

f  Appeal  defended,  p.  209, 
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we  have  adopted  it,  and  are  defirous  of  promoting 
it.  But  what  is  worft  of  all,  he  fays  it  was  a 
Scheme  they  had  contrived  for  their  own  Sakes, 
They  muft  have  been  wretched  Contrivers^  if  in 
forming  a  Scheme  for  their  own  Sakes^  they  could 
projedl  no  other  Advantage  to  themfelves,  than 
that  of  being  more  ftriftly  governed,  and  the 
Dodlor’s  Privilege  of  being  puni/hed  when  they  do 
amifs.  That  the  Clergy  have  been  influenced  by 
mercenary  Motives,  in  their  Application  for  Bi- 
fhops,  is  as  groundlefs  and  unjufl:  a  Reproach  as 
Malice  can  invent.  If  ever  a  dijinterefied  and  be¬ 
nevolent  Refolution  was  •  formed  by  any  Body  of 
Men  ;  this  of  our  Clergy,  to  folicit  and  promote 
an  Epifcopate,  calculated  to  bring  themfelves  un¬ 
der  Reftraint,  without  the  lead  Profpedh  of  perfo- 
nal  Advantage,  and  with  a  View  only  to  the  In- 
terell  of  Religion,  is  fairly  intitled  to  this  glorious 
Chara£ter.  The  whole  Plan  is  laid  before  the  Pub¬ 
lic  ;  let  the  Public  judge  of  it,  and  fay— whether 
the  Eafe,  or  the  Wealth,  or  Authority  of  the  Cler¬ 
gy,  can  be  the  Objedt  in  View.  Jealoufy,  Envy, 
and  a  gloomy  Tribe  of  malevolent  Paffions,  are 
always  ready  to  entertain  unfavorable  Sufpicions  ; 
but  the  Sufpicion,  in  this  Cafe,  has  not  the  lead 
Appearance  of  Evidence  to  fupport  it.  The  Cler¬ 
gy  therefore,  confcious  of  the  Redtitude  of  their 
Aims,  will  be  neither  detered  nor  difconcerted  by 
any  Abufes  they  may  receive  from  the  Enemies  of 
the  Church  ;  but  they  will  deadily  purfue,  and 
perfevere  in  purfuing,  what  they  judge  to  be  their 
Duty  with  Regard  to  an  Epifcopate,  through  evil 
Report  and  good  Report. 

In  dealing  with  one  Branch  of  this  general  Ob- 

jedtion,  I  expreffed  what  I  took  to  be  the  Senfe  of 

it 
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it  in  my  own  Words ;  in  which  I  did  no  other 
Harm,  than  to  cxprefs  it  in  ftronger  Terms  than 
were  ufed  by  the  Dodlor.  In  fpeaking  of  the  Dif- 
fenters  at  home,  he  faid  they  would  think  them- 
felves  hardly  treated  \  this  I  exprefled  by  their  being 
clamorous^  iubftituting/^^^/y^^^^^^rJj*  iovhard  "Thoughts^ 
which  was  no  great  Difadvantage  to  his  Argument. 
However,  he  fays,  and  in  Striftnefs  of  Speech  it 
is  true,  that  it  was  not  mentioned  as  an  Ohjedlion 
that  Dijj'enters  at  home  would  ‘  grow  more  clamo- 
‘  rous  in  Confequence  of  the  Settlement  of  the 
‘  propofed  Epifcopate/  But  he  is  alfo  of  Opini¬ 
on,  that  there  was  no  juft  Foundation  for  my  fub- 
ftituting  the  Word  clamorous  *,  and  that  there  is  a 
wide  Difference  between  the  Diflenters  being  clama- 
rous^  and  their  thinking  t hemf elves  hardly  treated. 
The  two  Things,  it  is  confelTed,  are  different  in 
themfeives,  and  in  fome  Cafes  fliould  be  carefully 
diftinguifhed  ;  but  it  appears  from  the  Hiftory  of 
the[Englilh  Diffenters,  that  with  them  there  is  fuch  a 
dole  Conneclion  between  their  thinking  themfeives 
hardly  treated,  and  their  being  clamorous^  that 
miftaking  the  former  for  the  latter  is  very  excufa- 
ble.  I  (peak  not  of  Individuals ;  there  are  un¬ 
doubtedly  many  among  them  of  amiable  and  excel¬ 
lent  Charadiers  ;  who  are  mild,  gentle  and  peace¬ 
able  •,  and  who  would  fuffer  much,  before  they 
would  make  any  public  Difturbance,  or  aft  any 
Way  difrefpeftfully  towards  Government.  But  hi¬ 
therto,  this  has  not  been  the  general  Charafter  of 
the  Party. 

W HAT  was  abfurdly  put  into  the  Mouth  of  the 
Diffenters,  I  allowed  that  fome  others  miight  con- 
’  fiftently  fay  ^  and  for  their  Satisfaftion,  I  thought 
ic  fufficient  to  refer  them  to  what  had  been  offered 

Z  ‘to 
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‘  to  this  Purpofe--viz.  That  luch  an  Epifcopate 
« ‘  might  be  erefted  here  with  eafe  ;  but  it  cannot 
^  be  efiefted  in  England,  without  fubverting  an 
‘  Eftablilbment,  and  making  a  very  vifible  Altera- 
‘  tion  in  the  national  Conll:itution--a  Work  never 
‘  to  be  undertaken  but  in  the  greateft  Extremity, 
‘  and  eveurthcn,  not  without  a  trembling  Hand.’ 
The  Dod'or  tells  us,  all  this  is  a  Mifiake.  ^Ihe 
pTGpofed  Epifcopate  could  not  be  eredled  here  with  that 
Eafe  that  is  infinuated.  But  certainly  it  can  be 
trebled  here  with  Eafe,  in  a  comparative  Senfe  ; 
i,  e.  with  lefs  Difficulty  than  would  attend  the  Set- 
-tlement  of  an  Epifcopate  in  any  other  Form.  It 
will  meet  with  no  Oppofition  from  the  Friends  and 
■  Members  of  the  Church  ;  and  as  to  Oppofition 
from  thofe  who  have  no  Concern  with  it,  it  is  un- 
reafonable  and  pragmatical,  and  not  to  be  regarded. 

And  as  ^  to  fubverting  an  Eftabliffimentf  and 
making  ‘  a  vifible  Alteration  in  the  national  Confti- 
^  tution,’  the  Dodor  fees  no  Difficulty  in  the  Mat¬ 
ter-— it  is  one  of  the  ealieft  Things  in  Nature. 
Some  People  may  think  the  Subverfion  of  the  na¬ 
tional  Eftablifhment  to  be  ^  good  Work,  and  per¬ 
haps  a  pleafant  Work  •,  but  I  believe  this  Writer 
is  fmgular  in  thinking  it  an  eafy  Work.  It  is  fur- 
prifing,  that  he  has  not  feen  enough  with  his  own 
Eyes,  to  convince  him  of  the  GrolTnefs  of  this 
Miftake.  Has  he  never  known  of  Attempts  to 
introduce  Innovations  in  fmall  Matters,  where  Re¬ 
ligion  was  thought  to  be  concerned,  that  have  been 
attended  with  violent  Contefts,  and  have  ended  in 
incurable  Schifms  Has  he  never  heard  of  Con¬ 
gregations  that  have  been  torn  in  Pieces,  by  the 
Endeavors  of  fome,  to  fubftitute  a  new  and  better 
Verfion  of  the  Pfalms,  for  Inftance,  in  the  Place 

of 
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of  an  old  one  ?  And  does  he  think  that  a  general 
religious  Eftablilhment,  to  which  the  greater  Part 
of  the  Nation  is  firmly  attached,  will  be  given  up 
with  more  Eafe,  than  a  Angle  Congregation  can  be 
perfuaded  to  part  with,  or  exchange,  a  Matter  of 
but  trifling  Confequence  ?  It  feems  to  be  almoft 
impofllble  chat  he  can  be  ferious,  when  he  talks  at 
this  Rate:  He  concludes  this  labored  Paragraph 
with  telling  the  Public,  that  he  thinks  it  high  1  imq. 
that  the  national  Conftitution  fhould  be  nev/-mo- 
delled  :  And  if  he  could  find  a  fuiiicient  Party  to 
fupport  him,  I  doubt  not  but  he  would  undertake 
the  Work  himfelfy  without  fo  much  as  a  trembling 
‘  Hand,’  and  that  immediately,  without  a  Mo¬ 
ment’s  Hefitation  or  Delay  for,  lays  he,  the  foon- 
er  the  better,  p.  132,133* 

The;  other  ill  Confequence  to  be  dreaded  at 
home,  I  will  lay  before  the  Reader  in  the  Doclor’s 
Words,  as  he  thinks  I  did  not  fairly  reprefent  it, 
when  I  undertook  to  exp  refs  it  in  Words  of  my 
own.  It  can  Jcarce  he  fuppofed,^  fays  he,  it  Jhould 
efcape  the  Thought  of  our  Englijh  Bijhops,,  that  the 
Settlement  of  fuch  an  Epifcopate  in  America,,  as  is 
propofed,,  may  prepare  the  Way  for  fuch  a  Change 
in  the  Power  of  Bijhops  at  home.^  as  they  would,  not 
be  very  fond  of.  To  the  Objedlion  thus  expreffed, 
it  is  a  fuflicient  Anfwer  to  fay-— that  the  Bilhops  at 
home  univerfally  approve  of  the  Plan  -f — that 
they  have  confidered  it  in  every  Light,  and  viewed 
it  in  all  its  probable  Confequences— -and,  that  they 

Z  2  are, 

t  The  late  Archbllhop  of  Canterbury  was  of  Opinion  that 
there,  fcarce  ever  was  a  Bifhop  of  the  Church  of  England, 
“  from  the  Revolution  to  this  Day,  that  hath  not  defired 
“  the  Eftablilhment  of  Billiops  in  our  Colonies,”  upon 
much  the  fame  Plan  with  that  under  Confideratioxi. 

Let.  to  Walpole,  p.  9,* 
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^re,  in  Fa6t,  under  no  Apprehenfions  on  this  Ac¬ 
count.  But,  on  the  other  Hand,  they  would  have 
juft  Caufe  to  be  uneafy,  fhould  the  propofed  Ame¬ 
rican  Epifcopate  not  be  granted  ;  as  there  would 
be  Reafon  to  fufpecft,  that  fuch  a  Refufal  proceed¬ 
ed  from  Hatred  to  the  epifcopal  Order  itfelf-— a 
Hatred,  which  in  Time  might  overthrow  them 

and  the  Church  of  England  together,  as  it  once 
did. 

Objection  III.  The  Church  of  England  knoivs  no 
fuch  Bijhops  as  are  fpecified  in  the  Plan^  nor  can 
they^  in  Conjijlency  with  its  Conflitution^  be  fent  to 
es .  p.  134.  To  this  I  gave  no  particular 
Anfwer  before,  as  I  conceived  that  what  had  been 
offered  on  the  Subject  of  the  King’s  Supremacy, 
from  which  the  Inconfiftency  \yas  infered,  was  a 
full  Refutation  of  the  Objeflion,  and  of  all  that  wa$ 
faid  to  fupport  it.  But  the  Dodtor  will  not  be  fa- 
tisfied,  withoiit  a  particular  Anfwer.  Let  it  then 
be  obferved,  that  what  the  Church  of  England 
allows  of  and  has  provided  for,  it  not  inconfiftent 
with  her  Conftitution^  and  what  She  has  experienced. 
She  may  be  properly  faid  to  know  : — But,y^r/&  Bi- 
fhops  as  are  fpecified  in  this  Plan^  She  allows  of, 
has  provided  for,  and  experienced  : — Therefore, 
fuch  Bilhops  are  confiftent  with  her  Conftitution, 
and  She  is  no  Stranger  to  them.  The  minor  Pro- 
pofition  is  thus  proved.  The  Bifhops  of  our  Plan 
are,  and  were  originally  called,  Suffragan  Bifhops : 
--Suffragan  Bifhops  are  confiftent  with  the  Conftitu¬ 
tion  of  the  Church  of  England  r — Therefore,  the 
Bifhops  of  our  Plan  are  confiftent  with  her  Con¬ 
ftitution.  The  Adi  of  26  Henry  VIII,  Cap.  14, 
to  which  the  Bifhops  confented,  makes  Provifion 
for  Suffragans  in  the  Church  of  England.  Such 

Bifhops 
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Bifhops  were  frequently  appointed,  during  the 
whole  Reigns  of  Edward  VI,  and  Queen  Ebza- 
heth  +.  They  are  mentioned  in  the  Canons  that 
were  framed  in  the  Reign  of  King  ^ames^  as  be- 
lonmn<T  to  the  Church,  and  were  continued  fome 
Years  ^afterwards :  For  in  1606,  it  appears  that 
Dr.  Stern,  then  Suffragan  Bifhop  of  ColchelKr,  was 
fufpended,  for  fome  Irregularity  of  Conduct.  Al¬ 
ter  the  Reftoration,  the  Bifhops,  in  Anfwer  to  fome 
Propofals  made  by  the  Prefbyterian  Divines,  fay, 
in  Words  which  are  recommended  to  the  Do6lor  s 
particular  Notice,  on  more  Accounts  than  one  . 
We  cannot  grant  the  Extent  of  any  Diocefs  is 
fo  great,  but  that  a  Bifhop  may  well  perform 
his'^Duty,  which  is  not  a  prfonal  Infpeciion  of 
every  IVIan^s  Soul,  but  the  paftoral  Charge,  or 
taking  Care  that  the  Minifters,  or  other  ecclefi- 
aftical  Officers  within  their  Diocefs,  do  their 
P)Firies  \  and  if  fome  Diocefles  fhould  be  too 
the  Law  allows  of  Suffragans 
Law  equally  allows  of  Suffragans  at  this  Day  §. 
It  is  evident  therefore,  that  the  Bifhops  of  our 
Plan  are  confiftent  with  the  Conftitution  of  the 
Church  of  England  ;  and  it  is  farther  evident, 
that  the  Doftor,  in  talking  of  thefe  Matters,  be¬ 
trays  his  Ignorance,  underftanding  neither  what 
he  fays,  nor  whereof  he  affirms.” 

He  choofes  here  to  introduce  the  Subjeft  of  the 
King’s  Supremacy,  although  the  Confideration  of 
it  more  properly  belonged  to  another  Place.  Pie 
brings  it  in  here,  becaufe  it  will  fwell  this  Part  of  his 

Performance 

X  See  Strype’j  Memorials  of  Cranmer,  and  Wharton’j  0^- 
fer^ations  on  pajffim, 

f  Hijt<  of  the  Puritans »  Vol.  IV.  p*  237* 

§  See  GibfonV  Co(iex»  p*  157* 
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Performance,  wherein  he  pr-ofefTes  more  immedi¬ 
ately  to  attack  the  Epifcopate  in  Queftion.  For 
by  inch  a  Manoeuvre  the  unwary  Reader  may  be  led 
to  think,  from  the  Number  of  Pages  in  this  Sec¬ 
tion,  that  the  Doftor  has  faid  much  in  diredt  Op-  , 

pofition  to  the  propofed  Epifcopate  ;  while,  in^Re- 

alley,  he  has  laid  but  very  little  that  is  pertinent  to 
the  Subjed'. 

He  had  objeded,  that,  according  to  the  Doc¬ 
trine  of  the  Church  of  England,  all  ecclefiaftical 
Jurifdidion  is^erived  from  the  Crov/n  ^  that  as  to 
Authority  purely  ecclefiaftical,  there  is  no  fucb 
Thing  in  the  Church  of  England  ;  and  eonfequent- 
ly,^  that  the  Billiops  of  the  Appeal^  who  are  de- 
feribed  as  having  fuch  an  Authority  as  ^  is  altoge- 
^  ther  derived  from  the  Church,  and  not  from  the 
‘  State,’  eannot  be  Bidiops.  of,  nor  be  fent  by,  the 
Church  of  England  to  America.  This  occafioned 
me  to  conlider  the  Subjed  largely,  and  to  make  a 
particular  Examination  v/hether  his  Aftertion  were 
true.  And  to  prove  that  he  was  miftaken,  I  pro¬ 
duced  a  Variety  of  moft  authentic  Evidence  ;  par¬ 
ticularly,  the  Explanation  of  llcfivy  VIII,  to  the 
Convocation  of  the  Province  of  York,  the  Words 
of  the  Letters  Patent  granted  by  Edward  VI, 
Qiieen  Elizabeth^  Injunctions,  and  the  37th  yfr- 
with  a  brief  hiftorical  Account  of  the  Occa- 
fion,  and  Operation,  of  thefe  feveral  Declarations 
and  Writings.  And  it  was  made  abundantly  evi- 
dait,  that  the  Supremacy  claimed  by  our  Princes,, 
given  them  by  the  Conftitution,  and  maintained  by 
the  Church  of  England,  allows  to  our  Bilhops  a 
purely  fpiritual  or  ecclefiaftical  Authority,  which 
is  derived,  not  from  the  Crown,  but  from  Chrift 
himfelf. 

The 
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The  Doftor  fays  but  very  little  to  invalidate  the 
Force  of  this  Evidence.  ,  Fie  fays  that  all  I  at¬ 
tempted  to  prove  is  only  this,  that,  notwahfi abid¬ 
ing  the  King’s  Supremacy,  it  is  from  Chrijl,  not  the 
King,  that  the  Authority  of  the  Bifhops,  as  fuch,  in 
the  Church  of  England,  is  conveyed  to  them.  p.  137. 
This  is  all  that  I  had  Occafion  to  prove  ;  and  the 
Proof  that  I  made,  is  fufficient  to  overthrow  one 
of  the  main  Pillars  that  fupported  his  Oppofition 
to  the  Epifcopate  requefted.  Notwithftanding,  he 
affefts  to  think  very  differently  of  the  Matter, 
It  is,  to  me,  fays  he,  beyond  all  Doubt,  that  bis 
(the  Author’s)  Labor  on  this  Head  is  altogether 
vain.  This  is  eafily  faid  in  any  Cafe  but  his 
Manner  of  faying  it  in  this  Place,  is  juftly  fufpici- 
ous.  Here  is  a  capita!  Point  difputed  between  us  •, 

I  had  taken  more  than  comm.on  Pains  to  place  it 
in  a  proper  Light,  and  to  convince  the  Doftor  of 
his  Miftake  •,  and  his  Reply  is,  that  he  thinks  my 
Labor  is  vain.  So  far  as  his  Conviction  was  the 
Objefl,  I  may  probably  have  labored  without  Ef- 
fedi  i  however,  I  have  this  Satisfaction,  that  al¬ 
though  he  is  not  convinced,  he  is  in  a  Manner  fi- 
fenced.  For  he  only  repeats,  and  infifts  upon,  the 
Words  of  the  Statute,  where  ail  Manner  of  Ju- 
rifdiftion  is  faid  to  flow  from  the  Crown,  &c.  and 
refers  to  Dr.  Burn’.f  Ecclejiajlical  Law,  for  the  feve- 
ral  Adis  of  Parliament  relating  to  the  Subjedt.  p. 
138.  What  was  meant  by  that,  and  fuch  like  Ex- 
prelTions,  was  explained  in  the  Appeal  defended  ■, 
and  -it  was  flaewn  that  this  Language  was  confiftent 
with  the  Dodtrine  and  Belief  of  purely  jpiritual 
Power  in  the  Church,  in  its  ftridleft  Senfe.  It 
were  eafy  to  fupport,  by  innumerable  Authoritie 
what  I  advanced  upon  the  Subjedt  but  againft 
Dr.  Chauncy  it  needs  no  Support.  I  fear  not  but  it 
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will  ftand  forever,  by  its  own  Strength,  notwith- 
ftanding  all  the  Attempts  he  may  make  againft  it. 


SHOULD  it  be  fuppofed^  fays  he,  not  granted^- 
that  the  Authority  of  Bijhops  does  not  flow  from  the 
Crown,  hut  from  the  Church,  which  is  the  ut7nofi 
the  D Color  has  endeavoured  to  prove,  it  will  not  fol¬ 
low  from  hence,  that  he  has  anfwered,  or  fo  much 
as  attempted  to  anfwer  ^  all  that  is  faid  in  Support’ 
of  the  Objeciion  in  Debate,  But  Ihould  it  be  Jup- 
pofed,  not  granted,  that  this  is  not  an  Anfwer  to 
all  that  was  faid  in  Support  of  the  Objeftion,  yet 
enough  for  the  Purpofe  had  been  faid  in  other 
Places  •,  and  the  Reader  was  refered  to  what  had 
been  faid  relating  to  the  Subjedf  in  general,  with¬ 
out  being  limited  to  any  particular  PalTao-e. 


'What  was  faid  to  fupport  the  Objeflion,  can¬ 
not  be  anfwered,  fays  the  Doftor,  until  it  is  fhewn, 
how  that  Authority  is  altogether  from  the  Church, 
and  not  from  the  State,  which  can  be  exercifed,  nei¬ 
ther  in  the  Afl^atr  of  IVorfloip,  Ordination,  Govern¬ 
ment  or  Difeipline,  but  by  and  under  the  Guidance, 
Controul,  and  fovercignly  preferibed  OiAer,  not  of  the 
(church,  hut  of  the'  State,  p.  139.  But  this  was 
jhewn  too,  and  illuftrated,  in  the  Appeal  defended, 
P-  55  5  in  fuch  a  Manner,  as,  I  doubt  not, 
will'  be  allowed  by  the  impartial  to  be  fatisfaftory 
and  convincing.  The  Origin  of  any  Power  is  one 
Thing,  and  the  Regulation  or  Obftruftion  of  the 
Exercife  of  that  Power  is  another.  The  Doftor 
himfelf  claims  an  ecclefiaftical  Authority,  origi¬ 
nally  derived  from  Chrifl: ;  but  the  Exercife  of  it 
is,  in  forne  Relpedts,  regulated  by  the  Laws  of  his 
Country.  And  had  it  a  more  particular  Direftion 
from  the  Government  than  it  now  has,  it  would 
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ftill  be  the  fame,  as  to  its  Nature  and  Origin,  as 
it  now  is.  So  plain  a  Cafe  has  but  little  Need  of 
Illuftration  •,  however,  with  this  View,  I  confidered 
one  particular  Branch  of  ecclefiaftical  Authority, 
the  Power  to  baptize.  This  Power  is  generally 
efteemed  to  be  purely  ecclefiaftical,  and  not  derived 
by  a  Commiflion  from  the  State ;  and  yet  in  com¬ 
mon  it  cannot  be  exercifed  by  a  Clergyman,  with¬ 
out  the  Approbation  and  Confent  of  other  Perfons. 
But  fuch  Approbation  alters  not  the  Nature  of  the 
Power,  nor  is  it  the  Source  from  whence  it  is 
derived  ;  any  more  than  my  Confent  and  Submif- 
fion  to  the  Operation  of  a  Surgeon,  is  the  Caufe 
of  the  Skill  with  which  he  performs  it.  In  like 
Manner,  the  epifcopal  Authority  may  be  altogether 
from  the  Church,  and  not  from  the  State  ;  and  yet  it 
may  be  guided  and  controlled  by  the  State  ;  without 
lofing  its  Nature  or  eftential  Charadler.  If  the  Con¬ 
fent  of  the  King  or  the  State  is^  neceflary,  in  Or¬ 
der  to  a  Biftiop’s  coming  over  to  America,  fo  is 
the  Confent  of  the  Mafter  of  the  Ship  in  which  he 
comes  over  ;  and  the  former  does  not  change  the 
Nature  of  his  Office  oi*  of  his  Authority,  any 
more  than  the  latter.  I  ffiall  now  pafs  on  to 

Objection  IV.  We  are  in  Principle  againji  all 
EJlabliJhynefits  in  Religion  \  and  as  we  do  not  defire 
any  fuch  Eftahliflment  in  Support  of  our  own  religi¬ 
ous  Sentiments  or  Prablice^  we  cannot  reafonahly  be 
blamed^  if  we  are  not  difpofed  to  encourage  one  in 
Favor  of  the  epifcopal  Colonijls.  p.  140.  It  requires 
almoft  the  Patience  of  a  Job,  to  deal  with  fuch  an 
Objedfor.  He  argues  againft  the  Epifeopate  of 
the  Appeaf  which  alks  only  for  a  Foleration^  be- 
caufe  he  would  not  encourage  an  Efiablidment ; 
and  he  may  as  well  objedt  againft  Things  that 
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are  ftrait,  becaufe  he  approves  not  of  Things  that 
are  crooked. 

As  to  his  iefiring  no  Eftablifhment  in  Favour 

of  his  own  religious  Sentiments,  I  am  perfuaded 

that  he  fays  it  in  a  qualified  Senfe  ;  efpecially  as  he 

undertakes  to  exprefs  the  general* Opinion  of  the 

Congregationalifts  in  New-England.  For  that  they 

had  generally  become,  in  Principle^  againft  all  Ef- 

tablijhments  in  Religion^  in  the  common  Extent  of 

the  Expreflion,  was  a  Piece  of  Intelligence  for 

which  I  was  beholden  to  the  Doftor.  For,  as  I 

told  him,  I  was  in  PolTeffion  of  certain  hiftorical 

Accounts  and  Anecdotes  (fince  which  Time  I  have 

collefted  more,  and  of  a  frefher  Date)  from  which 

one  v/ould  naturally  infer  the  contrary.  However, 

fuppofing  the  Reprefentation  to  be  juft,  it  may  be 

proper  fo  obferve  here,  that  fo  far  as  the  Doctor 

and  his  Friends  are  againft  Eftablifhments,  they 

are  Deferters  from  the  Principles  of  their  Ancef- 

tors,  the  firft  Settlers  of  New-England  ;  who  were 

not  only,  in  Principle^  for  an  Eflablifliment  of 

their  own  Mode  of  Reli9;ion,  but  for  an  Efta- 

blifhment  without  a  Toleration.  This  Dodlrine 

they  received  from  the  Puritans,  who  aimed  at 

nothing  lefs  than  fuch  an  Eftablifhment  in  the 

Reign  of  Queen  Elizabeth,  as  was  fhewn  from  Bi-  . 

fhop  Maddox.  The  Doftor  denies  this ;  and  fays 

that  the  Puritans  are  herein  injur ioujly  mifreprefented 

by  Maddox.  But  if  fo,  they  are  mifreprefented 

by  all  our  Hiftorians,  and  even  by  their  own 

Writings  ;  and  I  could  eafily  prove,  from  Neal’s 

Hiftory  of  them,  as  much  as  is  here  afierted. 

/ 

Upon  this  the  Do6tor  is  all  on  Fire,  and  his  In¬ 
dignation  flallies  out  in  the  following  Language. 

Hi 
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He  (meaning  the  haplefs  Author)  mitft  not  take  it 
amifs,  if  I  tell  him,  that  we  are  not  furprized  at 
his  endeavoring  to  uncover  the  Nakednejs  of  his  An- 
cefors,  as  he  is  a  Deserter  from  that  great 
Cause  which  brought  them  over  to  this  then  defolate 
Land :  Nor  is  it  beyond  what  we  expebied,  to  find 
him,  and  many  of  the  Society’s  Miffionaries,  who  are 
either  Profelytes  themfelves,  or  the  Sons  of  Profe- 
lytes,  fired  with  extraordinary  Zeal  in  propagating 
High-Church  Principles.  Phis  has  all  along  been  the 
Way,  on  this  Side  [of}’  the  Atlantic,  in  which  Con¬ 
verts  to  the  Church,  efpecially  clerical  ones,  have  en¬ 
deavoured  to  give  Proof  of  the  Sincerity  of  their  Con- 
verfion.  p.  141.  Are  all  then,  that  mention  the 
Bigotry  and  Intolerance  of  the  firft  Settlers  of 
Nevv-England,  to  be  charged  with  endeavoring  to 
uncover  their  Nakednefs  ?'  This  will  bear  hard  upon 
fome  of  the  mo£t  refpedlable  Charafters  arnong 
their  Defcendants.  For  my  Part,  I  wilh  that  their 
Nakednefs  could  be  concealed,  from  a  Regard 
both  to  their  Honor,  and  that  of  their  Pofterity  ; 
but,  in  Truth,  neither  the  Dodor,  nor  his  Friends, 
will  be  able  to  find  a  Cloak  large  enough  to  cover 
it,  in  fuch  a  Manner,  that  “  the  Shame  of  their 
“  Nakednefs”  (in  this  Part)  “  do  not  appear. 

As  to  deferting  the  great  Caufe  that  brought  them 
over  to  America;  if  the  whole  of  their  religious 
Syftem  be  here  meant.  Dr.  Chauncy'  himfelf  (if 
‘  certain  hiftorical  Accounts  and  Anecdotes’  may 
be  credited)  muft  be  reckoned  among  the  Def en¬ 
ters,  in  feveral  Refpefts.  In  one  Refped  at  leaft,. 
the  Words  of  this  Objedion  make  it  evident,  that 
he  is  a  Deferter  from  them.'  I  do  not  indeed  al¬ 
ways  look  upon  fuch  Condud  to  be  criminal  but 
he  charges  it  upon  me  as  a  Crime  :  And  therefore 

A  a  2  while 
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while  he  exemplifies  it  himfelf,  he  is  condemned 
from  his  own  Mouth — a  much  feverer  Condemna¬ 
tion,  than  what  proceeds  from  an  Enemy.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  my  Way  of  thinking,  the  Doftor  and 
I  are  under  no  greater  Obligations  to  maintain  all 
the  religious  Principles  of  our  puritanical  Ancef- 
tors^  than  the  Puritans  themfelves  were,  to  adhere 
to  all  the  Principles  of  their  Popifli  Anceftors.  I 
do  not  mean  to  infinuate  any  Comparifon  between 
the  Puritans  and  Papifts  ;  nor  to  be  wanting  in 
any  due  Refpeft  to  the  firft  Settlers  of  New-En- 
gland.  For  it  gives  me  Pleafure  to  fay,  that  I 
think  they  were,  in  general.  Men  of  more  Repu¬ 
tation,  more  Religion,  and  more  Learning,  than 
the  original  Settlers  of  new  Colonies  commonly 
are.  But  an  undiftinguilhing  Fondnefs  for  all  their 
Sentiments,  and,  in  particular,  a  Juftification  of 
their  intolerant  Spirit,  are  no  Parts  of  that  Ref- 
peft  which  is  due  to  them,  from  the  Friends  of 
religious  Liberty,  although  their  Defcendants. 

What  is  here  faid  of  the  Society's  Mifiionari- 
cs,  who  are  either  Profelytes^  or  the  Sons  of  Proje- 
lytes^  from  Congregationalifm,  is  too  general  a 
Charge  to  admit  of  a  particular  Reply.  It  feems 
to  have  been  diftated  by  a  Spirit  of  Refentment,, 
occafioned  by  their  Succefs  in  propagating  the  true 
Principles  of  the  Church  of  England,  invidioufiy 
and  illiberally  ftyled  High-Church ;  in  which,  it 
has  by  no  Means  been  yet  'made  to  appear, 
that  they  have  generally  ufed  unjuftifiable  Me¬ 
thods.  Their  Zeal  for  the  peculiar  Doftrines  of 
the  Church,  may  fometimes  have  been  exceffive  5 
but  when  this  could  juftly  be  faid,'  it  may  have  been 
occafioned  by  the  unreafonable  Oppofition  they 
met  with,  in  the  Difcharge  of  their  proper  Duty, 

However, 
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However,  we  are  not  furprife'd--nor  is  it  beyond 
what  we  expected,  to  find,  that  the  MifTioharies, 
who  have  been  profelyted,  or  are  the  hons  of  Pro- 
felyies,  to  the  Church  of  England,  are  feverely 
cenfured,  by  lo  flrici  an  yldherer  to,  as  ^^11  It) 
zealous  a  Defender  of,  the  great  Cdufe  of  his  An- 
ceftors,  as  Dr.  Chauncy. 

As  ‘  the  Prefbyterians  in  Scotland,  and  the  Cab 
^  vinifts  in  Geneva,  Holland  and  other  Places, 

^  have  always  been  Eriends  to  religious  Effablifli- 
c  f  thought  a  full  and  parciculai  Evidence 

was  neceflary  in  Order  to  convince  us,  that  the 
Prefbyterians  or  Calvinifts  in  New-England  have 
adopted  a  different  Principle.  For  the  more  in¬ 
credible  a  Faft  is,  the  ftronger  Evidence  is  requi¬ 
red,  in  Order  to  prove  it.  _  Dr.  Prieftley  is  of  Opi¬ 
nion,  that  all  Denominations  of  Proteftants,  ex¬ 
cept  one,  are  fond  of  Eftablifhments  in  their  own 
Favor— and  of  fomething  more,  viz.  Of  depref- 
fing  all  other  Seds.  “  This  I  own,”  fays  he 
(n  °mely  Confidence  in  their  Moderation)  “  is  more 
“  than  I  could  promile  myfelf  from  any  other  Bo- 
“  dy  of  Chriftians  whatever”  (viz.  Than  the  Qiia- 
kers)  “  the  Prejhyterians  by  no  Means  excepted* 
Accordingly  he  fays,  in  another  Treacile  :  “  If  I 
“  were  to  pray  for  the  general  Prevalence  of  any 
“  one  Seft  of  Chriftians,  it  lliould  be  that  of  the 
“  Qiiakers  •,  becaufe,  different  as  my  Opinions 
“  are  from  theirs,  I  have  fo  much  Confidence  in 
“  their  Moderation,  that  I  believe  they  would  let 
me  live,  write  and  publifh  what  I  pleafed  un- 
molefted  among  them.”  (I  fuppofe  the  Church 
of  England  does  not  fuffer  Dr.  Prieftley  to  live, 
write  and  publiJJo  what  he  pleafes,  without  Mokfta- 

tion.) 
\  ' 

^  of  Government*  p.  187. 
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tion.)  And  this  I  own,  is  more  than  I  could 
‘‘  promife  myfelf  from  any  other  Body  of  Chrilli^ 

ans,  whatever  •,  the  Prejbyterians  perhaps  (N.  B.) 

LEAST  OF  ALL  excepted-fP  The  Congregati- 
onalifts  in  New-England  therefore,  in  the  Opinion 
of  this  Writer,  muft,  with  Regard  to  Eftablifh- 
ments  and  the  Exercife  of  Power,  differ  from  all 
other  Denominations  of  Proteftants,  the  Qtiakers 
excepted,  and  from  the  Prefbyterians  perhaps  moji  of 
all^  if  the  Doftor’s  Account  may  be  credited  :  And. 
how  compleatly  they  have  adopted  the  mild  and 
tolerant  Principles  of  the  Qiiakers,  the  Qiiakers 
and  Baptifts  in  New-Eng!and  know  by  Experi¬ 
ence,  and  the  Public  has  been  lately  told.  It  is  a 
Pity  that  Dr.  Prieftley  had  not  heard  of  this  great 
Revolution  in  the  religious  Syftem  of  New-En¬ 
gland  ;  for  then  he  would  not,  on  fo  fair  an  Occa- 
lion,  have  negleded  to  render  it  all  due  Honor. 

Dr.  Chauncy  ftill  affefts  to  be  terrified  with  am 
Apprehenfion,  that  the  propofed  Epifcopate  will 
eftablifli  the  Church  of  England  in  the  Colonies,. 
I  had  afked  ,  ^  Does  this  Plan  propofe  the  Efta- 
‘  blilhment  of  the  Church  P  He  anfwers  :  It 
undoubtedly  does.  I  alfo  aflced  :  Will  the  Execu- 
‘  tion  of  it  imply,  or  amount  to,  any  fuch  Thing 
His  Anfwer  is  ready  :  Tes  \  or  it  can  never  be  car¬ 
ried  into  Execution  (/.  e.  the  Execution  can  never  be 
carried  into  tixecution.)  To  Ihew  that  no  fuch. 
Thing  was  intended  or  implied  in  the  Plan,  I  held 
if  up  once  more  to  public  View ;  afking,  of  the 
whole,  and  of  all  its  material  Parts,  wrhether  there 
was  any  Appearance  of  an  Eftablifliment.  An 
Anfwer  is  not  wanting :  Surely.,  fays  he,  theEoIior 
could  not  but  know.,  before  he  afked  thefe  ^efions^ 

that 
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that  it  was  only  ajking^  whether  we  thought  there 
was  any  Weighty  or  Force^  in  the  produced  ObjeFion, 
p.  142.  I  ftill  infift  upon  the  Propriety  of  the 
Qiieflions,  To  decide  whether  the  Flan  mention¬ 
ed  or  implied  an  Eftabllfhment  or  not,  it  was  pro¬ 
per  to  reter  to  the  Plan  itfelf ;  that  the  Reader 
might  fee  with  his^  own  Eyes,  whether  there  was 
any  fuch  Thing  :-"In  the  fame  Manner,  that,  if 
a  Perfon  fhould  affirm  to  me  that  the  Sun  was.  not 
rifen,  when  I  knew  that  it  was  vifiblely  above  the 
Horizon,  I  fhould  point  to  the  Body  of  the  Sun, 
and  alk  if  he  did  not  fee  it. 

\ 

My  logical  Opponent  proceeds,  expreffing  his 
Surprize  V  How  unaccountable  is  it^  that  he  could 
imagine^  that  he  had  [aid  any  Fhing  to  the  Purpofe^ 
by  BARELY  'puting  theje  ^cejitons  !  They  are  really 
nothing  more  than  fo  many  jirongly  exprefj'ed  Ajjir- 
mations  •,  and  will  he  call  this  arguing^?  The  put¬ 
log  proper  Queftions,  may  be  faying  fomething 
to  the  Purpofe,  efpecially  when  they  have  the  Force 
of  Jl'rongly  exprejfed  Affirmations,  Every  Affitma- 
tion  is  a  Propofition  ;  and  Propofitions  that  are 
pertinent  to  the  Bufmefs  in  hand,  and  duly  metho¬ 
dized  and  arranged,  may  juftly  be  cdWtd  arguing* 
The  Queftions  appear  to  me  to  have  been  perti¬ 
nent,  and  I  conceive  that  I  afted  with  no  Impro¬ 
priety  in  the  Cafe.  At  leaft,  the  Dodtor  has  made 
none  appear,  nor  has  he  attempted  to  invalidate 
what  was  offered  direftly  to  the  Point,  any  farther 
than  in  the  Words  I  have  quoted.  But  were  he 
able  to  prove,  that  an  Eftabiiftiment  would  be  the 
Confequence  of  executing  our  Plan,  which  he  can¬ 
not  do  in  any  Senfe ;  yet,  unlefs  it  were  fuch  an 
Eftabiiftiment  as  would  tend  to  abridge  the  Liber¬ 
ties,  or  interfere  with  the  Rights,  of  fome  of  his 

Majefty’s- 
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I  Majefty’s  Subje(5ls  in  the  Colonies,  it  would  be  un- 

reafonable  to  make  it  an  Objeftion.  It  is  poflible, 
at  leaft  in  Theory,  that  there  m.ay  be  anEftablifh- 
ment  of  one  Religion,  without  any  ill  Confequences 
-  to  the  Profeffors  of  other  Religions.  Mr.  Neal  fays  : 
The  King  may  create  Dignitaries,  and  give  tuT 
ficient  Encouragement  to  thofe  of  the  public 
Religion,  without  invading  the  Liberties  of  his 
“  diffenting^Subjeds.  If  religious  Eftablifhments 
’  were  ftript  of  their  judicial  Procejfes^  and  chnl 
Jurifditlion^  no  Harm  could  be  feared  from 
‘‘  them  Now  the  Bilhops  propofed,  whether 
eftablillied  or  uneftablifhed,  are  to  carry  on  no  ju¬ 
dicial /Proceffes,  but  againft  the  epifcopal  Clergy, 
and  are  not  to  have  the  leaft  Shadow  of  civil  Jurif- 
dldion  ;  and  therefore,  according  to  Mr.  Neal, 
and  according  to  common  Senfe,  no  Harm  can 
juftly  be  feared  from  them,  by  Dijfenters  of  any 
Denomination.  • 


’  The  Dodor  had  affirmed  that  there  is  no  Evi¬ 
dence,  that  Chrijl  has  intrujted  the  State  with  a 
Right  to  make  religious  Ejlablijh merits  ;  and  argued, 
that  if  England  had  fuch  a  Right,  fo  had  China, 
Turkey,  &c.  the  Confequence  of  which  he  ima¬ 
gined,  would,  upon  the  whole,  be  mqre  injurious 
than  beneficial  ;  and  therefore^  that  States  had  no 
fuch  Right.  To  fhew  the  Weaknefs  of  this  Argu- 
ment,  I  applied  it  to  the  Right  of  private  Judg¬ 
ment  •,  and  made  it  evident,  that  all  he  faid  againft 
Eftablifhments,  might  as  properly  be  urged  againft 
Men’s  Right  to  think  and  judge  for  themfelves. 
To  this  he  replies :  Surely  the  Dohlor  does  rot  believe^ 
that  the  Right  of  States  to  make  religious  EJlabliJh- 
mentSy  is  as  clearly  and  indubitably  a  Grant  from 

Godj 
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God,  as  the  Right  of.  .private  Judgment,  p.  144. 
But  indeed  I  do  believe,  that  God  has  given  to 
States  the  Right  in  Qiieftion,  as  clearly  and  indu¬ 
bitably,  as  he  has  given  to  Men  the  Right  of  private 
Judgment.  But  be  this  as  it  may  •,  the  Doctor’s 
Argument  will  conclude  as  ftrongly  againft  the 
Right  of  private  Judgment,  as  againft  the  Right 
of  States  to  make  Eftablilhments.  For  if  the  ill 
Confequences  arifing  from  the  Abufe  of  a  Thing, 
invalidate  the  Right  to  make  a  proper  Ufe  of  it, 
then  fuch  ill  Confequences  may  deftroy  all  Rights 
whatever.  Eftablilhments,  without  a  Toleration 
of  Diflenters,  are  intirely  out  of  the  Queftion  :  I 
never  contended  for  fuch  Eftablilhments,  nor  do  I 
think  that  States  have  a  Right  to  make  them.  But 
that  they  are  authorifed  to  make  Eftabliftiments, 
that  do  not  violate  the  private  Rights  of  Confcience, 
is  as  clear  to  me,  as  any  Propofition  relating  to 
civil  Society.  For  it  means  no  more  than  this, 
that  the  Magiftrate  has  a  Right  to  give  fome  pecu¬ 
liar  Countenance  and  Encouragement,  to  what  he  ef- 
teems  to  be  the  true  Religion  ;  or,  in  other  Words, 
that  a  Chriftian  Magiftrate  has  a  Right  to  Ihew 
more  Favour  to  the  Chriftian  Religion,  than  to 
Mahometifm  or  Heathenifm.  And  I  will  venture 
to  add,  that  he  has  a  Right  to  Ihew  as  much  Favour 
to  his  Religion,  as  is  neceflary  to  fupport  it,  and  is 
confiftent  with  a  full  and  free  Toleration. 

And  if  only  fuch  a  Right  had  been  claimed,  and 
exercifed  properly,  in  China,  Turkey,  or  in  any,  ' 
or  all  the  Kingdoms  of  the  Earth  •,  there  would 
have  been  but  little  Reafon  to  complain  qf  any  ill 
Confequences.  It  is  better  that  almoft  any  Reli¬ 
gion  Ihould  be  fupported,  than  that  there  fhould 
be  no  Religion  in  a  Nation ;  and  fuch  a  Support 
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as  is  contended  for,  would  ftill  leave  to  thofe  of 
righter  J  udgment  than  the  Magiftrate,  the  Liberty 
of  afting  according  to  it.  'TheDoftor  fpeaks  of 
Christ’s  not  having  intrujled  the  State  with  a  Right 
to  make  Eftablifliments  •,  not  adverting  to  the  Im¬ 
propriety  of  fuch  Language.  It  was  never  pre¬ 
tended  that  this  Right  was  given  bv  Chrift.  The 
Authority  he  exercifed  was  altogether  of  a  fpiritual 
Nature.  He  never  interfered  with  the  Rights  of 
States,  either  to  abridge  or  enlarge  them  ;  and  the 
Rights  of  Kingdoms  and  States,  before  the  Gofpei, 
were  exadlly  the  fame  that  they  now  are,  under  the 
Gofpcl.  He  gave  not  the  Right  of  private  Judg¬ 
ment,  for  he  found  Men  already  in  PofTeflion  of 
it.  He  only  direfted  them  in  the  Ufe  of  it ;  and 
their  being  liable  to  err  in  the  Exercife  of  it,  is  no 
Argument  againd  the  Exiftence  of  the  Right.  In 
like  Manner,  the  Fallibility  of  the  State,  and  its 
being  liable,  in  Confequence  of  Miftakes,  to  make 
wrong  Eftablifhments,  proves  not  that  it  has  no 
juft  Authority  to  make  right  ones. 

Objection  V.  "The  Church  of  England  in  the 
Colonics^  in  its  comparative  low  State.,  injiead  of  an 
Epif copate  upon  this  or  any  [other  Plan.,  needs  rather 
the  charitable  AJfiftance  of  its  Friends  to  fupport  its 
prefent  Minifters.,  and  others  that  are  ftill  wanted., 
p.  145.  To  this  it  was  anfwered,  that  the  Church 
of  England,  in  feveral  of  the  Colonies,  is  not  in 
that  comparative  low  State  here  fpoken  of  •,  but  is 
able  to  maintain  its  Clergy,  and  adlually  does  main¬ 
tain  them,  as  liberally,  as  they  are  maintained  in 
any  Part  of  the  Britifh  Dominions.  This  may 
properly  be  faid  of  a  confiderable  Majority  of  the 
Epifcopal  Clergy  in  the  Colonies  5  and  therefore, 

with 
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with  Regard,  to  them,  the  Objedtion  is  not  only 
weak,  but  utterly  impertinent. 

The  Doftor  replies,,  that  he  had  no  Reference 
to  the  fouthern  Colonies,  this  very  good  Reafon^ 
becaufe  it  did  not  appear^  that  the  Chttrch  of  England 
in  any  of  thefe  Colonies  had  complained  for  W ant  of 
Bijhops^  or  were  difpo fed  to  petition  for  them^  p.  146. 
But  the  Petitions  fromhence^  were  in  Behalf  of  the 
Church  in  thofe  Colonies,,  as  well  as  in  thefe  *,  and 
although  we  were  not  authorifed  by.  the  fouthern  Co¬ 
lonies  to  petition  in  their  Names,  nor  did  we  pre¬ 
tend'  to  fuch  a,  Commiffion,,  yet  we  had  a  Right  to 
mention  them,,  on  the  Occafion^  as  equally  fuffer- 
ing  for  Want  of  an  Eplfcopate.  The  Appeal  'v^Si^ 
made,,  ‘in  Behalf  of  the  Church,  of  England,’  not 
only  in  the  northern^Colonies,  but  ‘  in  America  f 
and-  this  Objeftor  had  no  Right  to  confider  the 
propofed  Epifeopate  in  a  partial  View,  when  the 
Defign  of  it,  and  the  Want  of  it,  were  known  to 
be  general',  extending  to  all  the  Cclonies  within 
the  Britifh.  American  Dominions,., 

If  the  Clergy  in  fome  of  the  Colonies  had  not 
yet  petitioned  for  an  Epifeopate,  yet  as  the  Cir-- 
cumftances  of  thofe  Colonies  equally  required  it,  it 
was  proper  to  include  them  in  the  Reprefentation,. 
that  was  intended  to  fhew  the  general. Want,  of  an 
Epifeopate.-  I  hope  Men  may  fometimes  'be  *  con- 
fidered.as  needing  Afliftance,.  efpecially  of  a  reli¬ 
gious  Kind,  before  they  formally  requeft^  it.  But 
fince  the  Dodlor  looks  upon  the  aftuaL  petitioning 
of  the  Clergy  in  ^//  the  Colonies,  as  of  fo  much 
Confequence  to  the  Caufe  of  a  general  Epifeopate;, 
1  can  now  give  him  the  Pleafwire  of  hearing,  that 
the  Clergy  in  Maryland  have,  fome  Time  fince,^ 
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generally  united  in  petitioning  the  King,  the  Bi- 
fhops,  &c.  in  Favour  of  the  Epifcopate  propofed  ; 
and  that  their  Petitions  have  expreffed  as  much 
Earneftnels  in  the  Caufe,  as  thofe  of  our  northern 
Conventions.  And  in  a  fhort  Time,  I  doubt  not 
but  I  fliall  be  able  to  give  him  the  farther  Pleafure 
of  hearing,  that  the  Clergy  of  the  few  remaining 
Colonies  have  petitioned  to  the  fame  Purpofe.  I 
truft  he  will  take  due  Notice  of  this,  and  lhape 
his  future  Objedions  accordingly. 

I  obferved  to  him  alfo,  in  Anfwer  to  the  Ob- 
jeftion,  that  ^  fuppofing  the  Church  throughout 
‘  the  Colonies  needed  the  charitable  Affiftance  of 
‘  its  Friends  to  fupport  its  Minifters,  yet  this 
‘  would  be  no  Proof  that  it  does  not  need  alfo  an 
‘  Epifcopate.’  His  Reply  is,  that  notwithftanding, 
it  would  fully  proven  that  the  epif copal  Clergy^  in  the 
Colonies^  are  boundlefs  in  their  Dejires  of  Charity, 
And  he  feems  to  be  well  fatisfied,  that,  although 
his  Argument  fails  of  proving  what  it  was  alledged 
for,  yet  it  will  luckily  prove  fomething  elfe.  I 
would  not  rob  him  of  any  well-grounded  Satif- 
fadlion  ;  but  I  muft  take  the  Liberty  to  obferve,  that 
what  has  been  faid  by  him  does  not  yet  prove,  that 
the  Defires  of  the  Clergy  are  more  boundlefs  than 
the  Neceflities  of  the  Church. 

The  Doftor  had  urged  that  the  Money,  by 
which  an  Epifcopate  muft  be  fupported,  might  be 
much^  more  ufefully  expended  in  fupporting  Mif- 
fionaries  in  Carolina  (I  fuppofe  he  meant  North- 
Carolina)  where  the  religious  State  of  things ^  by 
all  Accounts,^  is  deplorably  Jad,  In  Anfwer  to  this, 
I  thought  proper  to  obferve  as  follows  :  ‘  When 
‘  Other  Ends  are  to  be  anfwered  (alluding  to  an 
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‘  Expreffion  of  his  own)  the  Writers  againft  the 
‘  Church  can  tell  us,  that  the  Society  have  no 
‘  Power  to  apply  their  Funds  toother  Ufes,  than 
‘  were  intended  by  the  Donors.-— But  now  an 
‘  copate  is  in  View^  it  is  thought  reafonable  and 
‘  juft  that  the  Society  fliould  alienate  a  Fund,  more 
‘  ftriftly  appropriated  to  a  particular  life  than  any 
‘  other  in  their  Power  (for  this  may  be  truly  faid 
‘  of  the  Fund  for  the  Support  of  American  Bi- 
‘  jfhops)  and  expend  .it  upon  MilTionaries  to  be 
‘  fent  to  'Carolina,  and  other  Places,  provided 
‘  always,  that  fuch  Places  be  at  a  due  Diftance 
‘  from  New-England^.’  The  Doftor  calls  this  a 
Jtrange  Remark  •,  and  he  affirms,  that  not  a  IVord 
was  faid  of  the  hund  appropriated  for  the  Support 
of  American  Bifhops^  or  of  the  Society's  expending  one 
Farthing  of  this  Fund  to  [for]  other  Ufes  than  were 
intended  by  the  Donors^  p.  147.  But  how  can  that 
Money,  which  is  defigned  for  the  Support  of  Bi- 
fhops,  be  expended  in  maintaining  Miffionaries, 
without  taking  it  from  the  appropriated  epifcopal 
Fund,  in  which  alone  is  depofited  all  that  is  known 
to  have  been  thus  intended  ?  This  would  be,  to 
apply  to  one  Ufe,  what  was  particularly  given  for 
another.  The  epifcopal  Fund  confifts  of  Legacies, 
and  the  Monies  arifmg  from  them  by  Intereft, 
given  for  the  foie  Purpofe  of  maintaining  American 
Bifhops*,  and  the  Truftees  of  thefe  Legacies,  I 
humbly  conceive,  have  no  Right  to  apply  them 
to  any  other  Ufe,  than  that  for  which  they  were 
intended,  and  to  which  they  were  limited,  by  the 
feveral  Teftators. 

* 

But  the  Doftor,  who  can  beft  explain  his  own 
Meaning,  now  pleads,  that  he  was  apprehenfive 
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the  Society  might  take  from  the  common  Fund,  to 
make  up  any  Deficiency  in  the  epifcopal  Fund  ;  and 
by  that  Means,  the  Support  of  an  Epifcopate  would 
JelTen  the  Number  of  Millionaries,  which  the  Rea¬ 
der  knows,  he  always  wifhes  fhould  be  encreafed. 
If  this,  and  this  only,  is  what  he  had  in  View,  I 
miftook  his  IVIeaning  ;  and  the  Aolwer  I  gave  was 
founded  on  a  IVIiftake.  But  upon  reviewing  the 
Pafiage  in  his  former  Pamphlet,  I  find  that  the 
Miftakc  was  nor  my  Fault  but  his  ;  as  I  am  frill  un¬ 
able  to  make  any  other  Inference  feom ’his  Expref- 
fions,  as  they  there  ftand. 

And  here  bethinks  proper  to  afk  my  Opinion:,.. 
whether  the  Society  might  not  confiftently  with- 
Fidelity  to  their  Frujl^  make  Uie  of  fiich  a  Liberty^, 
and  apply  Part  of  their  common  Fund  to.  the  Sup¬ 
port  of  an  Epifcopate.  It  is  not  my  Province  to.^ 
preferibe  to  that  wife  and  venerable  Body ;  but- 
if  I  may  exprefs  my  Opinion,  k  is  clearly  this— -that^ 
as  they  are  known  to  have  a  Fund  that  is  appro- 
priated  to  the  Purpofe  of  an  American'  Epifeopate,.^ 
whatever  is  not  particularly  given  to  that  Fund,  is 
not  intended  for  that  Ufe,  and  the  Society  have* 
no  Right  to  employ  it  in  that.  Service.  I  can  alfo, 
declare,  that  I  have  fufficient  Reafon  to  believe, 
that  no  Members  of  the  Society  have  ever  intended 
or  propofed,  that  Money  fhould  be  taken  from  their 
common  Fund  for  the  Support  of  an  Epifcopate 
in  the  Colonies. 

The  Doftor  fays,  that  if  I  had  looked  within^  he 
can  fcarce  think  that  my  Confcience  would  have  fuf- 
fered  me  to  infinuate^  that  he  J^ake  of  Miffions  in 
Carolina^  becaufe  at  ^  a  due  Diflance  from  New- 
‘  England.’  p.  148.  I  confefs  it  was  not  by  look- 
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ing  within^  but  without^  that  I  was  led  to  fufpeft, 
that  he  was  fonder  of  MiiTionaries  at  theDiftance  of 
Carolina,  than  in  his  own  Neighbourhood.  If  he 
will  declare  to  the  contrary,  I  will  acknowledge 
that  I  have  been  aiiftaken.  It  has  often  ft  ruck 
me,  in  reading  the  various  Produftions  of  the  anti- 
epifcopal  Writers  in  New-England,  from  the  Let¬ 
ter  of  the  Hampjhire  Minijiers  to  the  Bifhop  of 
London  in  1734^  with  Dr.  Coleman’s  Letter  that 
accompanied  it,  down  to  Dr.  Chauncy’s  laft  Pub¬ 
lication  that  they  were  all  very  uneafy  at  the 
Neighbourhood  of  the  Miflionaries,  and  very  in¬ 
genious  at  contriving  Employment  for  them  at  a 
Diftance.  They  fpeak  of  the  epifcopal  Clergy  as 
their  Enemies ;  and  it  is  natural  for  every  Man  to 
choofe  that  his  Enemies  fhould  be  *  at  a  due  Dif- 
*  tance,’  rather  than  within  Reach  of  his  Perfon. 
I  think  therefore,  upon  the  whole,  that  it  was  no 
unnatural  Conclufion,  that  thofe  Writers  (not  ex¬ 
cluding  Df-.  Chauncy)  were  defirous  that  the  Miffi- 
onaries  fhould  he  employed  as  far  from  New-En¬ 
gland  as  poftible. 

IT  is  the  real  T ruth  of  Fa5f^  fays  the  Docftor, 
to  whatever  Caufe  it  may  be  owing^  that  they  (the 
Society)  have  employed  few  Mijfionaries^  next  to 
none^  in  [North]  Carolina^  where  tjoey  were  mojl 
needed^  and  multiplied  them  where  there  was  little^ 
if  any  Need  at  all  of  them  *,  and  in  fome  Places  they 
have  fupported^  and  are  ftill  fiipporting  them^  where 
the  Churches  to  whom  [which]  they  minifter^  are 

abundantly 

•  By  Bo£lor  Chauncy’s  laft  Publication  is  here  meant,  his 
Reply  to  the  Appeal  defended,  and  not  his  Revenge  Sermon, 
preached  May  30th,  1770 ;  which  fpared  the  MiiTionaries,  as 
it  had  a  more  important  Object  in  View.  The  apparent  De- 
iign  of  it  was,  farther  to  inflame  the  Minds,  of  an  inflamed 
Populace  AGAINST  THE  GOVERNMENT, 
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abundantly  able,  without  any  AJfiflance  from  them, 
to  fupport  the  Gofpel.  p-  149.  As  to  North-Caro’ 
lina.  It  IS  confelTed  that  there  never  have  been  To 
many  Clergymen  there  as  were  needed  ;  but  it 
does  not  appear  that  this  was  owing  to  any  Inat¬ 
tention  or  Neglea  of  the  Society.  The  Society’s 
Fund  is  not  an  inexhauftible  Treafure,  enabling 
them  to  fupply  the  Wants  of  all  People  in  the 
Colonies.  As  they  have  never  been  able  to  gratify 
all  the  Petitioners  for  their  Favour,  it  has  been 
their  Study  to  give  the  Preference  where  it  was 
due.  Thofe  Congregations  which  difcover  the 
greateft  Willingnefs  to  exert  themfelves  towards 
the  Support  of  their  Minifters,  the , greateft  Defire 
to  obtain  the  Society’s  Favour,  and  thebeftDifpo- 
fition  to  improve  by  it,  provided  they  appear  at 
the  fame  1  ime  to  be  unable  to  raife  a  fufficient 
Support  themfelves,  muft  naturally  be  thought  by 
the  Society  to  be  the  propereft  Objqfts  of  their 
Chari ty.^  A  bund  that  is  infufficient  to  anfwer  all 
Neceffities  for  which  it  is  wanted,  muft  be  careful¬ 
ly  huftanded,  that  it  may  go  as  far  as  poffible. 
Now  it  is  evident  that  the  Society  may  do  all  that 
is  needful  to  fupport  Two  Miflions,  where  the  Peo¬ 
ple  will  be  equal  Contributors  with  them,  at  the 
lame  Expence  that  would  be  neceffary  for  the  Sup¬ 
port  of  one  Miftion,  where  the  People  are  unable, 
or  unwilling,  to  contribute ;  to  fay  nothing  of  the 
greater  Profpe6l  of  Succefs,  in  a  Million  of  one 
Sort  than  of  the  other.  This  accounts  for  the 
Multiplication  of  Millions  in  the  Northern  Colo¬ 
nies,,  beyond  the  Proportion  that  has  obtained  in 
North-Carolina  ;  where  the  People  made  no  Of¬ 
fers,  and  ufed  no  Importunities,  that  could  ftand 
in  Competition  with  thofe  that  went  home  from 
thefe  Colonies.  To  this  may  be  added,  that  pro- 

per 
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per  Perfons  could  feldom  be  found,  that  were  wil¬ 
ling  to  enter  upon  Miffions  in  North-Carolina. 
The  Climate  and  the  Circumftances  of  that  Colo¬ 
ny,  are  generally  efteemed  by  Strangers  to  be  dif- 
agreeable ;  and  for  Want  of  an  Opportunity  for 
an  academical  Education,  but  few  of  the  Natives 
have  offered  themfelves  as  Candidates  for  holy  Or¬ 
ders.  Yet  notwithftanding  thefe  Difadvantages,  the 
Society  have,  for  more  than  30  Years  pall,  found 
out  Methods  of  fending  fome  Miffionaries  thither  ; 
and  it  appears  by  the  laft  AbJlraSi,  that  they  have 
now  no  lefs  than  'Twelve  Miffionaries  employ¬ 
ed  in  that  Colony.  And  while  Strangers  may  won¬ 
der  that  they  have  done  fo  little,  thofe  that  are 
acquainted  with  their  Hillory  and  Circumftances, 
wonder  that  they  have  been  able  to  do  fo  much, 
as  in  Reality  they  have  done,  in  North-Carolina. 


But  the  Mifreprefentation  goes  ftill  farther.  It 
makes  the  Society  to  have  multiplied  MilTionaries, 
where  there  was  little  if  any  Need  at  all  of  them  ; 
while  they  have  neglefted  thofe  Places  where  they 
were  moft  needed.  The  Dodlor  undoubtedly 
thinks  that  there  can  be  but  little,  if  any  Need  at 
•all  of  Miffionaries,  in  thofe  Places  where  there  are 
Preachers  of  the  prelbyterian  or  congregational 
Clafs :  But  it  is  happy  for  the  Members  of  the 
Church  of  England  in  thefe  Colonies,  that  the  So¬ 
ciety  govern  themfelves  by  their  own  Opinion,  and 
not  by  his.  However,  in  one  Senfe  at  leaft,  what 
he  fays  but  two  Pages  afterwards,  is  a  full  Juftifi- 
cation  of  the  Society’s  Condudl,  with  Regard  to 
New-England.  For  he  aflerts  that  the  Miflions 
there,  are,  by  far  the  greater  Part  of  them,  in  fo 
weak  and  low  a  State,  that  there  would  be  no  Hope 
of  their  continued  Euiflence,  if  that  Charity  was 

C  c  withdrawn^ 


mthdrawn^  which^  at  firfl^  gave  Being  to  them^ 
and  has  all  along  fupported  them  in  Being,  p.  13 1. 
The  Society,  it  is  hoped,  will  make  a  proper  Ufe 
of  this  Information,  which  correfponds  with  the 
Accounts  from  the  Miffionaries  :  And  it  is  not 
doubted  but  their  Affeftion  for  the  Churches  to 
which  they  given  Being,,  and  which  are  known 
ftill  to  depend  upon -them  for  the  neceffary  Support 
of  it,  will  itrongly  plead  in  Favour  of  ^them,  and 
prevent  their  being  deferted,  in  ‘this  dependent, 
feeble  State.  In  Time  thefe  Churches  may  become 
able  to  fupport  themfelves ;  and  when ‘this  fhall  be 
the  Cafe,  they  will  -ceafe  to  be  proper  Objedts  of 
the  Society’s  Charity.  Whenever  the  epifeopai 
Congregations  in  New-England  fliall  appear  to 
have  arrived  to  that  State,  we  may  judge  what' 
the  Society  will  ^do,  from  what  they  have  done,  in 
a 'like  Cafe. 

In  Soufh-Cardlina,  the  Society  were  early  in  eh 
tablilhing  Miffions.  About  30  Years  ago  they  had, 
ten  Miffions  in  this  Colony,  fupported  at  the  annu¬ 
al  Expence  of  £.  450  Sterling.  But  as  the  Church 
there  has  hecome  able'^‘  to  ftand  upon  its  own 
‘‘  Legs,  and  without  foreign  Help  to  fupport  it- 

felf  §  the  Bounty  of  the  Society  has  been 
withdrawn,  and  at  prefent  they  have  but  one 
Miffionary  in  the  whole  Colony,  and  he  is  employ¬ 
ed  altogether  among  the  poor  Palatines,  Let  the 
Reader  vconfider  this  Cafe  which  is  direftly  in  point, 
and  attend  to  what  has  Been  faid  of  the  Society’s 
Condudl  relating  to  the  adjoining  Colony  of  North- 
Carolina,  together  with  what  will  be  foon  laid  of 
Nova-Scotia  ;  and  he  will  be  able  to  form  a  fatlf- 
faftory  Judgment— whether  they  are  difpofed,  or 

nor, 


§  See  the  Bijhop  oi  Landafh  Sermon. 
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not,  to  multiply  Miffions  where  there  is  but  little 
Need  of  them,  and  to  negleft  thofe  Places  which 
have  moft  Need  of  them,  as  Dr.  Chauncy  very  de^- 
Gently  charges  them.. 

I 

FIe  cenfures  them,  for  fupporting  Minifters  in 
Places,  where  the  Congregations  are  able  to.  fup- 
port  them,  without  any  Affiftance.  But  according 
to  his  own  Account,  there.can  be  but  very  few  fuch 
Placesan  New-England»,.  And  it  has  never  been 
fairly  proved  that  the  Society  have  done  this,  in  a 
firigle  Inftance..  L  know  that  feveral  fuch  Inftances 
have  been  pointed  out  by  the  Enemies  of  the 
Church  •,  but  the  Congregations  themfelves,  which 
ought  to  he  the  beft  Judges  of  their.own  Abilities, 
declare  the  Cafe  to  have  been  otherwife,  and  the 
Friends. of  the  Church. believe  their  Declarations 
to  be  true».  Whetlier  it  be  fo  or  not,  the  Society 
mull  judge  according  to  the  Evidence  they  receive; 
and  it  can  hardly  be  expefited,  that  the  Teftimony 
of  their  Enemies,  in  fuch  a  Cafe,  will  weigh  more 
with  them,  than  the  Teftimony  of  their  Friends, 
agreeing  with  the  Declarations  of.  the  CongregatiT 

ons  more  immediately  concernedo . 

\  •' 

I 

He  alfo  accufes  the  Society  of  h^vm^  ftrangely 
negleBed  Canada  ;  and  for  Proof  of  it,  .refers  to  a 
Paftage  which  clearly  proves,  that  they  have  made 
that  Colony  the  Object  of  their  Attention.  What, 
he  refers  to,  is  an.Abftra6tof  a  Letter  from  Mr., 
Delifle,  Chaplain  to  the  Garrifon  at  Montreal,  dated. 
Sept.  30,  1767.  If  the  Society  had  Been  under 
no  Concern  for  the  religious  Sti^te  of  Canada,  they, 
never  would  have  publiflhed  to  the.  World  the  Con¬ 
tents  of  fuch  a  Letter.  It  is  probable  that. the- 
Letter  was  fent  to  them,  ,  in  Confequence  of.  their 

C  c  2  Inquiry  ; 
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Inquiry ;  as  it  contains  partly  a  Notitia  parochially 
fuch  as  the  Society  require  from  their  Miffionaries^ 
I  know  that  they  had  the  Subjeft  under  Confider- 
ation^  before  the  Time  that  the  Letter  was  dated. 
Although  the  Doftor  fpeaks  of  me,  as  a  Perfon 
not  having  that  Chrijtian  Concern  for  the  Propa¬ 
gation  of  the  Gofpel^  which  might  have  been  expelled 
from  a  Mijfionary -y  yet  fo  early  as  in  1766,  I  joined 
with  my  worthy  Brethren  in  Convention,-  in  re- 
prefenting  the  religious  State  of  Canada  to  the 
Society,  and  in  recommending  it  to  their  Attention, 
This  was  no  great  while  after  the  Ceffion  of  that 
Colony,  by  Treaty,  to  the  Britifh  Crown^ 

At  that  Time,  although  fomething  was  proper 
to  be  done  in  Favour  of  the  proteftant  Religion  in 
Canada  •,  yet  the  Circumftances  of  the  Country  did 
not  require,  nor  would  they  with  any  Propriety 
admit  of,  fo  much  to  be  done,  as  many  People  are 
apt  to  imagine.  There  were  then  but  few  Protef- 
tants  in  the  Colony,  that  were  Natives  of  it ;  and 
but  few  Englilh  People,  except  the  Military  ;  and 
thofe  few  feated  chiefly  in  Quebec  and  Montreal, 
where  divine  Service  was  regularly  performed  by 
the  Chaplains  of  the  Garrifons.  If  therefore  MiL 
fionaries  at  that  time  had  been  fent  to  other  Places, 
it  mufl:  have  been  in  Order  to  profelyte  the  Cana¬ 
dians  who  were  Papifts,  and  Strangers  to  the  Eng- 
lifh  Language.  But  the  Papifts  would  have  been 
alarmed  at  fuch  an  Attempt,  when  it  was  peculiarly 
neceflary  to  quiet  and  compofe  their  Spirits ;  and 
they  would  have  coaftrued  it  to  be  a  Violation  of 
the  Treaty  of  Surrender,  which  provided  that  they 
might  continue  to  enjoy  their  Religion,  without 
Moleftation.  It  would  therefore  have  been  a  very 
hopeful  Projed  in  the  Society,  to  tnnUiply  Mifliona 
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in  fuch  a  Country,  at  fuch  a  Time,  and  under  fuch 
Circumftances.  Efpecially  if  it  be  confidered,  that 
in  Order  to  fend  Miflionaries  to  Canada,  as  the 
Society’s  whole  Fund  was  already  engaged,  and  no 
new  Refources  appeared,  they  muft  have  broken 
through  their  former  Engagements,  and  have  re¬ 
moved  their  Miflionaries  from  other  Places,  where 
they  were  thought  to  be  ufefully  employed  or  have 
difcharged  lome  of  them,  that  they  might  be  able 
to  fupport  others  in  Canada— where  there  could  be 
but  little  Profpedl  of  their  Ufefulnefs,  and  where 
there  was  much  Danger  of  their  increafing  that 
Difcontent,  which  required  all  the  Skill  of  Go¬ 
vernment  to  keep  within  Bounds. 

Besides  :  Had  the  Society  been  ever  fo  able, 
and  the  Profpeft  of  Succefs  much  greater  than  it 
was  *,  it  would  not  have  been  proper  for  them  to 
croud  Miffionaries  into  Canada,  as  foon  as  its  Sub- 
jeftion  to  theBritifh  Crown  was  confirmed.  It  would 
have  been  decent  at  leaft,  to  wait  fome  Time,  to 
fee  whether  the  Government,  upon  fettling  the 
Police  of  that  new  Colony,  would  not  make  fome 
fuitable  Provifion  for  the  Encouragement  and  Si!ip- 
port  of  the  proteftant  Religion  in  that  Diftrift,  fo 
far  as  it  fhould  appear  to  be 'expedient  and  proper. 
Until  the  final  Refolutions  of  Government  were 
taken,  and  it  was  known  that  no  Provifion  of  this 
Kind  was  to  be  expefted  from  thence,  there  are 
many  Perfons  that  would  have  charged  the  Society 
with  intermeddling  in  Matters  out  of  their  Province, 
and  not  treating  their  Superiors  with  proper  -  Ref- 
peft,  had  they  aflfiimed  the  Management  of  the 
religious  Affairs  of  Canada  into  their  own  Hands. 
On  fimilar  Occafions,  where  there  have  been  new 
Acquifitions  of  Territory,  the  Society  was  aftually 

told, 
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told,  that  it  was  irregular  and  improper  for  thcm^ 
to  a6t,  until  the  Defigns  of  Government  were 
known.  I  fay  not  this  at  random,  but  upon  the 
beft  Authority. 

Since  the  Society  have  thought  the  proper  Time 
was  come,  for  them  to  interpofe  in  Behalf  of  Ca  ¬ 
nada,  they  have  not  been  inactive.  Government 
has  been  follicited  to  fend  proteftant  Clergymen 
into  that  Country  ;  in  Confequence  of  which,  three 
are  adually  appointed,  one  for  Qiiebec,  one  for 
Montreal,  and  a  third  (I  think)  for  Trois-Riveirs— 
which  are  the  only  Places  at  prefent,  in  which  much 
Advantage  can  be  expefted  from  Proteftant  Cler¬ 
gymen,  The  Society  have  alfo  follicited  for 
School-Mafters  y  and.  have  already  lent,  confidcr- 
able  Packets  of  Books,,  at  their  own  Expence,  into, 
different  Parts  of  the  Province.  As  Opportunity  and. 
Ability  will  admit  of,  more  will  be  done;  and  indeed, 
every  Thing  that  is  pradicable  in  Favour  oft  the 
proteftant  Religion  may  be  expeited,,  from  the. 
Vigilance  and  Adlivity  of  that  charitable...  and wene-- 
rable  Body., 

We  may  fairly  judge  of  their  Difpofition  towards. 
Canada,  from  the  Care  they  have  taken  of  Nova- 
Scotia.  Not  many  Years  ago,  the  religious  State. 

^  of  that  Colony  was  nearly  the  fame,,  with  what  the 
religious  State  of  Canada  now  is..  And  it  appears, 
from  the  Ahjtra^s^  that  the  Society,  although  their 
Progrefs  at  firft  fell  fhort  of  their  own  Willies,  as 
well  as  of  fome  People’s  Expeftations,  have  in 
their  Employment  in  Nova-Scotia  no  lefs  than 
thirteen  Miffionaries  and  School-Mafters,  at  the 
yearly  Expence  of  495  Sterling,  to  fay  nothing 
of  the  large  Sums  annually  expended  in  Books, 

&c. 


FARTHER  DEFENDED.  199 

2zc.  By  this  Time  I  hope  the  Doftor  begins  to  be 
afhamed  of  the  unrighteous  Abufe,  with  which  he 
has  treated  a  Society,  that  deferves  to  be  honoured, 
applauded  and  admired  by  the  whole  Chrilfian 

■World. 

Dr.  Chauncy  often  fpeaks  of  the  Church  of 
England  in  the  Northern  Colonies  as  inconfiderable, 
not  worthy  of  Notice,  and  in  a  State  little  better 
than  Non-exiftence.  And  yet  if  we  were  to  judge 
from  the  mighty  Eiforts  that  have  been  made  to 
ftop  its  Progrefs,  and  the  Alarms  it  has  occafioned 
to  the  Bigots,  we  fhould  imagine  that  it  had,  not 
only  the  Rage,  but  the  of  a  Lion,  and 

threatened  the  fpeedy  Deftruftion  of  every  other 
Religion  in  the  Country.  In  his  former  Pamphlet 
he  faid,  that  it  has  grown  but  little  in  Comparifon 
with  the  other  Denominations  in  New-England. 
This  I  difputed,  and  this  he  thinks  proper  ftill  to 
maintain.  But  among  the  other  Denominations,  that 
have  thus  increafed  in  New-England,  efpecially  in 
the  Maffachufetts,  he  muft  not  reckon  his  own, 
the  Congregationalijl.  For  Time  was,  when  they 
not  only  claimed,  but  adtually  kept  Polleflion  of 
that  whole  Dominion,  to  themfelves  ;  and  as  other 
Denominations  fince  have  obtained  Footing,  the 
Congregationalijl s  muft  have  proportionably  loft 
Ground. 

And  here  again  I  am  obliged  to  uncover  the  Na- 
kednefs  of  my  Jncejlors,  for  which  the  Doftor  is 
anfwerable.  In  Order  to  maintain  their  exclufive 
Right  to  the  Country,  the  Congregationahfts  tranft 
ported,  as  Criminals,  fuch  as  were  found  to  retain 
an  Afteftion  for  the  Church ;  and  the  Quakers, 
.that  had  the  Luck  to  efcape  hanging,  were  banifhed 
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by  them,  on  Pain  of  Death.  I  need  fay  nothin<T 
of  the  latter,  as  their  Hiftory  is  well  known  :  ButT 
beg Leave  to  lay  before  the  Reader,  a  Paffagc  relating 
to  the  former,  'extrafted  from  a  valuable  Book  + 
which  is  now  fcarce,  in  which  there  appears  to  be 
no  Partiality  in  Favor  of  the  Church.  “  Someof 
“  thePalfcngers,  fays  he,  that  came  over  at  the  fame 
“  Time  (1629),  obferving  that  the  Minifters  did 
“  not  at  all  ule  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer,  and 
“  that  they  did  adminifter  Baptifm  and  the  Lord’s 
“  Supper  without  the  Ceremonies,  and  that  they 
“  profelfed  alfo  to  ufe  Difcipline  in  the  Congrega- 
“  tion  againft  fcandalous  Perfons,  &c.  they  began 
“  to  rafie  fome  Trouble  :  Of  thefe  Mr.  Samuel 
“  Brown  and  his  Brother  were  the  Chief,  the  one 
“  being  a  Lawyer,  the  other  a  Merchant,  both  of 
“  them  amongft  the  Number  of  the  firft  Paten  - 
“  tees.  Men  of  Ettates,  and  Men  of  Parts  and 
“  Port  in  the  Place.  Thefe  two  Brothers  gather- 
“  ed  a  Company  together  in  a  Place  diftinft  from 
“  the  public  Affembly,  and  there  fundry  Times 
“  the  Book  of  Common-Prayer  was  read  unto 
“  fuch  as  reforted  thither.  -  The  Governor  Mr. 
“  Endicot  taking  Notice  of  the  Difturbance  that 
“ .  began  to  grow  amongft  the  People  by  this  Means, 
“  he  convented  the  two  Brothers  before  him.  They 
“  accufed  the  Minifters  as  departing  from  the  Or- 
“  ders  of  the  Church  of  England,  that  they  were 
“  Separatifts,  &c.  but  for  themfelves,  they  would 
“  hold  to  the  Orders  of  the  Church  of  England. 

“  — The  Governor  and  Council— -finding  thefe  two 
“  Brothers  to  be  of  high  Spirits,  and  their  Speeches 

“  and 

I 

^  Nefw- England's  Memorial y  by  Mr,  Morton,  who  ftyles 
himfelf  ‘‘  Secretary  to  the  Court  for  the  Jurifdidion  of  Ne^<j- 
Plimouihd* 
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“  and  Praftices  tending  to  Mutiny  and  Fadlion, 
“  the  Governor  told  t'hem  that  New-England  was 
“  no  Place  for  fuch  as  they  ;  and  therefore,  he 
“  fent  them  both  back  to  England  at  the  Return 
“  of  the  Ships  the  fame  Year-j-.”  We  fee  the 
Crime  of  thefe  Men,  and  we  fee  their  Punifhment. 
Their  Speeches,  becaufe  they  were  in  Favor  of  the 
Church  of  England,  and  their  PraStices,  becaufe 
they  made  Ufe  of  the  Liturgy^,  were  interpreted 
as  tending  to  Mutiny  and  FaMion.  It  was  folemn- 
ly  decreed,  that  New-England  was  no  Place  for. 
fuch  People,  i.  e.  for  Churchmen ;  and  then,  nei¬ 
ther  their  Right  as  original  Patentees,  nor  their 
Abilities,  nor  Wealth,  could  fcreen  them  from  the 
Punilhment  of  Tranfportation, 

By  thefe  Methods,  the  Congregationalifts  kept 
the  Country  intirely  to  themfelves,  for  a  confider- 
able  while  ;  and  had  not  a  general  Toleration  been 
introduced  by  the  Authority  of  Government  at 
home,  it  is  impoffible  to  fay,  how  long  it  would  have 
been,  before  any  other  Denominations  of  Chrifti- 
ans  had  been  fuffered  to  live  among  them.  There 
may  be  ftill  Ibme  few  of  their  Defendants,  that 
have  inherited  the  fame  Sentiments  and  the  fame 
Spirit ;  but,  in  general,  the  Times  are  now  great¬ 
ly  altered  for  the  better,  in  this  Refpeft.  Men  of 
different  Perfuafions  can  live  together  in  the  fame 
Neighbourhood,  and  maintain  a  friendly  Inter- 
courfe  with  one  another,  in  a  Country  where  none 
but  Congregationalifts  were  fuffered  to  exift ;  and 
were  it  not  for  fome  hot-headed  Leaders  of  the 
■People,  and  fome  fribbling  Incendiaries  (I  have  no 
particular  Reference  to  the  Dodtor)  the  Peace  and 
Ilarmony  of  Society  would'  not  be  difturbed  by 

D  d  Difference 
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Difference  of  Principle.  Epifcopalians,  Baptifts, 
Quakers  and  others,  have  ventured  to  come  into 
the  Colony;  many  of  the  Congregationalifts  have 
adopted  their  Principles  ;  and  the  reft  commonly 
entertain  more  favorable  Sentiments  of  thofe  they 
differ  from,  than  they  received  from  their  Ancef* 
tors.  Altiiough  they  have  a  Veneration  for  their 
Fore-Fathers,  yet  they  are  not  fo  blind  as  to  be 
-unable  to  diftinguifh  the  Defefts  in  their  Charac¬ 
ter  ;  which  Defedfs  they  think  themfelves  under  no 
Obligations  to  vindicate.  This  candid  Temper 
has  been,  as  fuch  a  Temper  always  will  be,  favor¬ 
able  to  the  Church ;  and  there  are,  at  this  Time, 
not  lefs  than  20  Churches  aftually  built,  and  a 
ftill  larger  Number  .of  epifcopal  Congregations,  in 
-this  anti -epifcopal  Province. 

'*  As  to  Connedicnt,  the  Dofior  allows  the  Church 
to  have  increafed  there,  beyond  the  Proportion  of 
other  Denominations ;  but  he  affefts  to  be  of  Opi¬ 
nion,  that  what  I  faid  upon  the  Subjeft  was  hyper- 
hdical^  and  beyond  the  Bounds  of  literal  Truth. 
My  Words  were  thefe  :  ^  I  cannot,  at  prefent,  re- 
^  colleft  an  Example,  in  any  Age  or  Country, 

‘  wherein  fo  great  a  Proportion  of  Profelytes  has 
^  been  made  to  any  .Religion  in  fo  fhort  a  Time, 
as  has  been  made  to  the  Church  of  England  in 
*  the  Weftern  Divifion  of  that  populous  Colony ; 

^  unlefs  where  the  Pov/er  of  Miracles,  or  the  Arm 
‘  of  the  Magiftrate,  was  exerted  to  produce  that 
‘  Effeft  This  was  literally  true  at  that  Time  ;  , 
and  as  I  could  then  recolletft  no  fuch  Example,  fo 
none  has  occured  to  me  fince.  If  the  Doftor 
knows  of  any,  let  it  be  pointed  out. 

He 
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Hjs  was  pleafed  to  reprefent  the  Church  of  En-* 
gland  in  the  Colonies  as  being  in  her  Infancy^  and 
fo  far  from  a  State  of  Maturity^  as  to  make  it  not 
worth  while  for  a  Bijhop  to  come  here.  And  it  was 
anfwered  :  ‘  Infant  and  feeble  as  She  is,  he  has 
‘  allowed  that  She  may  be  270,000  ftrong  in  the 
‘  Colonies,  exclufively  of  the  Illands,  after  reducing 
‘  her  Numbers  as  low  as,  polTible.  Now  can.  he 
‘  poffibly  think,  when  he  gives  himfelf  Time  for 
\  Confideratbn,,  that  the  Church  of  England  in 
‘  America,  containing  270,000  Members,  (befides 
‘  many  Thoufands  more  in  the  Iflands)  in  which 
‘  are  included  moft  of  the  Governors  and  princi- 
^  pal  Perfons  in  the  Colonies,  is  fo  inconfiderable, 
‘  that  it  is  not  worth  while  for  a  Bilhop  to  take 
‘  Charge  of  it  ?  Would  he  look  upon  an  equal 
^  Number  of  any  People  upon  Earth,  however 
‘  low  in  their  Circumftances,  or  however  light 
>  when  weighed  in  the  political  Balance,  in  fo 
*  contemptible  a  Light -f  P  ^ 

He  replies,,  that  when  he  fpake  in  thiS' Manner,^ 
he  had  Reference  only  to  her  E<KiJlence  in  the  Seven. 
Golonies,^  extending  from  Pennfylvania  to  the  North¬ 
ward.,  p.  152^  t  have  again  examined  the  Palfage 
as  it  ftands  in  his  Pamphlet,  and  I  fee  nothing  that 
ftiews  that, he  confined  his  View  within,  this  limited. 
Compafs,.  Befides,  he  had  no  Right  to  anfwer  a 
general  Reprefentation  of  the  Church  in.  all  the. 
Colonies,  by  a  partial  Account  of  it.  as  exifting 
only  in  fome  of  the  Colonies.  He  might  as  pro¬ 
perly  have  confined  his  View  to  the  Province  of 
MafTachufetts,  or  to  the  Town  of  Bofton  only. 
The  Plea  for  an  Epifeopate  was, made  in. Behalf, 
at  leaft^  of  270,000  People  in  the  Colonies,  be¬ 
fides 
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fidcs  m3,ny  Thoufands  in  the  Illands ;  and  to  fhew- 
the  Invalidity  of  it,  he  urges  that  it  is  not  necefla- 
ry  on  Account  of  26  or  27  Thoufands  of  that 
Number,  according  to  the  Calculations  of  his  own 
Arithmetic--throwing  more  than  nine  Tenths  of 
the  whole  intirely  out  of  the  Qiieftion.  This  he 
^  may  call  veafoning^  but  there  is  a  more  proper 
Name  by  which  others  will  call  it. 

He  acknowledges  that  the  GovcTnor^  in  mojl  cf 
thefe  ColonieSy  is  commonly  in  Name  an  Epifcopalian  ^ 
but^  he  /efpedtfully  fays,  that  they  are  fome times 
dejiitute  of  every  Thing  that  looks  like  Religion,  p. 
153.  Some  Men  can  feize  upon  the  flighteft  Oc- 
cafions,  to  fpeak  evil  of  Dignities.”  I  do  not 
believe  there  is  at  this  Time  a  Governor  on  the 
Continent,  who  pretends  to  be  an  Epifcopalian, 
that  has  given  any  juft  Ground  for  this  Rcfledltion. 
Their  Charafters  in  general  are  irreproachable. 
Some  of  them  are  as  eminent  for  their  Virtues,  as 
their  Stations  *,  the  Examples,  as  well  as  Patrons, 
of  whatever  is  amiable  and  excellent  in  private 
Life  j  the  Ornaments,  as  well  as  Friends  and  Pro- 
teftors  of  Religion,  But  were  it  otherwife,  their 
Rank  renders  them  important,  and  gives  a  Weight 
to  that  religious  Society,  of  which  they  profefs 
themfelyes  Members. 

The  Do6lor  proceeds,  in  Iambics:  It  is  quite 
remote  from  Truth  to  fay,,  that  mojt  of  the  principal 
P erf ons  in  the  Colonies,,  are  of  this  Perfuajion,  unlefs 
by  principal  Perfons  are  meant,  thofe  who  are  ap¬ 
pointed  to  their  civil  Pofts  from  home.  What  was 
faid  is  moft  unqueftionably  true  of  the  Colonies 
to  the  Southward  of  New-Engiand,  and  probably 
true  of  the  Colonics  in  general,  exclufively  of  thole 

Perfons 
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Perfons  that  are  appointed  to  civil  Pojls  under  the 
Government.  But  why,  in  the  Name  of  common 
Senfe,  Ihould  thefe  be  excluded  Docs  the  Doftor 
imagine,  that  a  civil  Employment,  held  under  the 
Government,  degrades  a  Man  from  his  former 
Rank  and  Charafter  in  Life  ?  Such  Ebullitions  of 
an  anti -monarchical  Spirit  ought,  in  Prudence,  to 
have  been  fuppreffed. 


^  He  continues  :  In  general  there  are  50  principal 
Perfons  to  one^  in  the  non- epif copal  Colonies^  who  are 
not  Members  of  the  Church  of  England^  but  of 
Churches  of  other  Denominations.  By  the  non-epif- 
copal  Colonies  he  means  here,  I  fuppofe,  as  he 
explains  himfelf  elfewhere.  New- England,  New- 
York,  New-Jerfey  and  Pennfylvania.  In  the  three 
laft-mentioned  Colonies,  the  Gentlemen  of  Fortune 
and  Charafler  belonging  to  the  Church  of  England, 
are,  I  believe,  as  numerous,  as  thofe  of  all  other 
Denominations,  excepting  the  Quakers  in  Penn¬ 
fylvania.  And  as  to  New-England,  there  are  as 
many  Perfons  of  Diftindiion  belonging  to  the 
Church,  (fome  fay  many  more)  in  Proportion  to 
the  Number  of  Epifcopalians,  as  of  any  other 
Profellion.  But  if  we  fuppofe  the  Proportion  to  be 
but  equal  throughout  thefe  Northern  Colonics  in 
general  •,  then,  in  Order  to  make  the  Number  of 
principal  Perfons  of  other  Perfuafions  50  Times 
greater  than  of  thofe  belonging  to  the  Church, 
thofe  different  Denominations  muft  be  50  Times  as 
numerous  as  the  Members  of  the  Church.  Now 
the  Dodor  allows,  that  in  thefe  feven  Colonies, 
there  may  be  27,000  Epifcopalians  :  Confequently^ 
according  to  his  Reprefentation,  there  muft  be, 
within  the  fame  Compafs,  1,377,000  Inhabitants. 
But  if  the  Number  of  Epifcopalians  is  much 
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larger,  as  it  undoubtedly  is,  then  the  Inhabitants, 
trorn  1  ennfylvania  to  the  Northward,  without  in¬ 
cluding  Canada  and  Nova-Scotia,  can  be  but  little 
lefs  than  '^,000,000.  The  notorious  Falfehood  of 
the  Conclu/ion,  argues  a  Defed  in  the  Doftor’s. 
Premifes. 

^  In  anfwering  the  Appeal,  Dr.  Chauncy  had: 
introduced  a  long  Extra6tfrom  oneof*Dr.^Iayhew*s% 
Pamphlets^  to  which  Mr.  Apthorp  had  given  a 
direft  and  particular  Anfwer,  whereof  not  the  leaft 
Notice  was  taken.  Tkis  Conduct  appeared  to  me 
to  be  extraordinary  ;  and  in  fpeaking  of  it  1  ufed- 
the  following  Words  :  ^  Was  it  treating  his  Readers 
^  generoufly,  or  fairly,  or  honeftly,  to  prefent  them, 
‘  with  Dr.  Mayhew’s  Objeftions,  broadly  hinting,' 

*  although  not  dircftly  affirming,  that  they  had, 

*  not  been  anfwered ;  when  he  muft  have  known,, 

*  that  they  had  not  only  been  anfwered,  but  that 
‘  no  Reply  had  been  made  to  the  Anfwer He 
now  fays,  that  there  was  no  Need  of  any*  Excufe 
for  fuch  Condud:.  In  Compliance  with  the  Invita¬ 
tion  given  in  the  Appeal^  my  Bujinefs  was^  not  to 
anfwer  Ohje^lions,  but  to  bring  the^n  that  they  might 
be  anfwered  by  the  Doctor.  There  is  fomething 
very  curious  in  this.  Account  of  the  Matter.  He 
offered  Objedions  that  had  been  publickly  refuted, 
without  any  Intimation  that  a  Refutation  had  been 
apempted,  becaule  it  was  not  his  Bulinefs  to  anfwer 
Objeblions.  Would  then  his  taking  Notice  that 
Mr.  Apthorp  had  replied,  have  been  an  Anfwer  to 
Dr.  Mayhew’s  Objedions  }  If  fo,  although  I  never 
thought  there  would  be  much  Difficulty  in  anfwer¬ 
ing  them,  the  Work  is  more  eafy  than  I  imagined. 
If  it  was  not  his  Bufinefs  to  anfwer  Objedionsf*, 
neither  was  it  his  proper  Bufinefs  to  bring  Objedi- 
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^ons,  in  that  Manner,  that  had  been  anfv/ered.  Tte 
Invitation  in  the  Appeal^  can  be  no  Juftification  of 
inch  Condudt,  as  it  propofed  only  ^  a  fair  and  can- 
‘  did  Debate/  An  Objedlion  that  has  been  fliewn 
to  be  weak,  is  no  better  than  a  Fa6l  that  has  been 
proved  to  be  falfe.  If  the  Weaknefs  of  an  Ob- 
jeftion  has  been  only  attempted  to  be  fhewn  ;  it  is 
ftill  upon  the  fame  Footing  with  a  Fa6t  that  has 
been  contradifted  :  And  it  is  not  ‘  fair  and  candid,* 
in  fuch  a. Cafe,  to  offer  the  Objeftion  as  found, 
without  clearing  it  of  the  Imputation  of  being 
defeftive  ;  any  more  than  to  affume  the  Truth  of 
a  Faft  that  is  contradifted  or  denied,  without  clear¬ 
ing  it.of  the  Imputation  of  Falfehood.  He  thinks 
it  was  his,Bufinefs  to  bring  Objedtions  to  be  an- 
fwered  by  me  :  But  the  bringing  fuch  Objedlions 
as  he  has  often  exhibited,  looks  more  like  an 
Amufement  of  Idlenefs,  than  the  proper  Bufinefs 
of  any  Man,  efpecially  of  the  Dodtor’s  Charadier 
and  Station.  The  Truth,  I  believe,  is,  that  he 
hoped  Mr.  Apthorp’s  Review  had  efcaped  me,  and 
that  I  was  unable  to  anfwer  thofe  Objedtions  of 
•Dr.  May  hew  as  effedlualiy  as  Mr.  Apthorp  bad 
done.  Indeed  he  feems  to  have  a  firong  Defire, 
that  nothing  which  that  Gentleman  had  written,  in 
Vindication  of  the  Church,  fhould  be  repeated  or 
remembered.  Such  a  careful  and  ftudied  Negledt 
of  Mr.  Apthorp,  is  the  greateft  Honour  that  the 
Enemies  of  the  Church  can  pay  him. 

Before  the  Dodlor  retired  to  make  Room  for 
Dr.  Mayhew,  he  propofed  an  Expedient  to  com- 
promife  Matters  between  the  Epifcopalians  and  their 
Adverfaries.  It  was,  that  the  King  fhould  grant 
a  Commifiion  to  fome  of  the  Clergy  here,  to  per/ 
form  the  Office  of  a  Biffiop.  I  told  him  his 

Expedient 
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Expedient  wanted  even  Plaufibility.  ‘  It  can  nei- 
‘  ther  anlwer  the  Ends  of  Epifcopalians,  nor  thofe 
of  the  Projeftor  and  his  Adherents.  The  Powers 
‘  wanted  by  the  American  Church  are  purely  of  a 
‘  fpiritual  Nature,  which  therefore  the  King  cannot 
‘  give  ;  Such  Authority  as  can  be  given  by  the 
‘  King,  is  altogether  temporal,  which  is  the  very 
‘  Thing  that  the  Diflenters  dread  :--So  that  nei- 
‘  ther  Epifcopalians  nor  Diflenters  can  poffibly 
‘  acquiefee  in  the  Expedient-!-.’  In  Reply  to  this, 
he  only  fays,  that  if  the  Reader  will  examine  what 
he  faid  relating  to  the  Subjeft,'  he  will  be  convinced, 
that  under  pretence  of  faying  Something,  I  had 
really  faid  nothing.  To.  fo  feeble  a  Reply,  I  lhall 
•  not  pretend  to  fay  any  Thing.  Therefore 

A 

.  I  SHALL  pafs  on  to  confider  the  Reafons  alTigned, 
for  Dr.  Mayhew’s  not  replying  to  ,Mr.  Apthorp. 
Neither  he  (Dr.  Mayhew)  or  [nor]  his  Friends  thought 
'  it  ( Mr.  Apthorp’s  Review)  worthy  of  .fuch  Notice. 
This  is  but  a  poor  Juftification  of  any  Man,  from 
a  Charge  that  lies  againft  him.  Others  think,  per¬ 
haps  as  juftly,  that  he  made  no  Reply,  becaufe  he 
was  afraid  of  the  Confequence.  He  had  Senfs 
enough  to  know  that  it  was  Time  to  flop  ;  I  wilh 
that  fome  others  may  improve  by  his  Example. 
Another  Reafon  afllgned  for  his  nor  making  a  Reply 
is,  that  it  was  imagined  that  Mr.  Apthorp,  wrote 
principally  with  a  View  to  recommend  himfelf  to  a 
certain  great  Man,  whofe  Favour  might  be  advan- 
■  tageous  to  him.  Were  there  no  other  Motives  then, 
.  that  could  induce  Mr.  Apthorp  to  review  a  Contro- 
verfy  that  he  himfelf  had  occafioned,  and  in  which 
he  had  been  fo  often  mentioned  on  both  Sides,  than 
to  recommend  himfelf  to  the  Favour  of  a  certain 

Superior  ? 
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Superior  ?  Or  is  there  the  leaft  Evidence  that  he 
was  at  all  influenced  by  the  Confideration,  whereby 
it  is  infinuated  that  he  was  'principally  governed  ? 
How  ungenerous  then,  how  low  and  illiberal  is  it, 
to  afcribe  to  a  Gentleman  of  his  Charader  fuch  a 
mercenary  Motive  ?  If  any  one  fliould  charge  Dn 
Chauncy  with  having  written  Two  huge  Pamphlets 
againft  American  Bilhops,  principally  with  a  View 
to  recommend  himfelf  to  the  Favour  of  fomc  great 
Demagogue  in  . the  Town  of  Bofton,  would  he  not 
think  fuch  a  Refleftion  unworthy  of  a  Gentleman? 
And  yet,  I  believe,  the  Evidence  of  this,  both 
internal  and  external^  is  as  clear  and  authentic,  as 
can  be  produced  againft  Mr.  Apthorp.  But  what¬ 
ever  Objed  this  latter  Gentleman  might  have  had 
more  immediately  in  View,  it  is  nothing  to  the  Pur- 
pofe.  His  Review  bore  hard  upon  Dr.  Mayhew’s 
Performance  ;  the  Reputation  of  the  latter,  and  of 
his  Caufe,  was  at  Stake*,  and  it  concerned  him"  to 
vindicate  both  himfelf  and  his  Caufe,  as  well  as 
he  could. 

But  this  he  negleded  to  do,  and  Dr.  Chauncy 
attempts  it.  And  as  I  have  occafioned  Mr.  Apthorp 
to  be  brought  into  this  Debate,  in  his  Abfence  j 
I  efteem  it  my  Duty  to  repair,  as  well  as  I  can, 
the  Injuries  he  has  fuffered  on  my  Account. 

The  AnfweVer  to  Dr.  MayhewT  Ohfervations 
had  explained  the  Plan,  on  which  only  it  had  been 
propofed  to  fend  Bifhops  to  America.  Dr.  May- 
hew  allowed  that  the  Propofal  was  fet  in  a  more 
unexceptionable  Point  of  Light,  than  he  had  feen  it 
in  before  ;  but  he  objeded  to  the  Information,  as 
not  coming  from  fufficient  Authority.  Yet  at  the 
fame  Time  he  appeared  to  believe,  what  is  now^ 

E  e  univerfallv 
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univerfally  known,*  that  his  Informer  was  no  lefs  a 
Perfon  than  the  late  Archbifhop  of  Canterbury. 
To  fhew  that  the  Plan  there  prefented  to  the  Pub¬ 
lic,  was  no  peculiar  Scheme  of  the  Anfwerer^  Mr. 
Apthorp  declared  that  the  fame  Plan  had  been  a- 
greed  upon  by  many  P^erfons  of  high  Rank  in  the 
Church,  and  that  all  who  appeared  to  have  con- 
fidered  it,  heartily  approved  of  it— the  Evidence 
of  which  he  was  ready  to  produce.  Among  others, 
Bifhop  Butler  had  drawn  up  a  Scheme  for  an  A- 
merican  Epifcopate,  in  1750^  this  was  publifhed 
as  a  Specimen,  and  it  exaftly  agreed  with  the  Plan 
contained  in  the  Anfmer  ;  and  enough  was  faid,  in 
all  Reafon,  to  lilence  Dr.  Mayhew’s  affefted  Sufpi- 
cions.  Nor  does  Dr.  Chauncy  offer  any  Thing,  that 
fhews  the  Impropriety  of  Mn  Apthorp’s  Repre- 
fentation. 

Indeed  he  fays  of  thefe  Plans,  that  they  are  not 
to  he  looked  on  Schemes  fet  forth  on  the  Foot  of 
proper  Authority,  p.  157.  All  the  Authority  want¬ 
ed,  is  fufficient  Evidence  that  fuch  an  Epif¬ 
copate  as  was  fpecified,  and  no  other,  had  been 
propofed  for  the  Colonies.  But  if  by  proper  Au¬ 
thority  he  means  that  of  the  King  and  Parliament, 
what  he  fays  is  true,  but  not  to  the  Purpofe.  For 
the  Queftion  was  not,  what  Kind  of  an  Epifcopate 
was  intended,  or  whether  any  was  intended,  by  the 
King  and  Parliament ;  but  what  Kind  of  an  Epif¬ 
copate  had  been  propofed  by  thofe  that  had  taken 
'  the  Subjeft  into  Confideration,  and  were  defirous 
that  Bifliops  might  be  fent  to  America.  Now  the 
Bifhops  at  home,  and  many  of  the  principal 
Friends  of  the  Church,  both  there  and  here,  had 
agreed  upon  a  Plan  of  an  Epifcopate  for  the  Co¬ 
lonies,  which  was  formed  with  a  View  of  relieving^ 
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the  fpirituaf.  Neceffities,  o£  the  Church,  without 
affeaing  the  Liberties  of  others^  or  interfering 
with  the  civil  Government  •,  upon  which  Plan  it 
alwaySv  appeared  probable  that  an  Epifcopate  would 
be  granted..  That  fome  Plan  had  been  concerted, 
was  commonly  known  *,•  the  Nature  of  the  Plan, 
the  Anfwerer  explained  *,  and  his  Explanation  Mr. 
Apthorp  confirmed,  proving  it  to  have  been  fair 
and  juft.  This  is  all  that  could  be  required  or 
expedted,  as  the  Plan  had',  not  been  prefen  ted  and 
recommended  to  the  Government,  and  confequent- 
ly  could  not  be  fet  forth  on  the  Foot  of  the  Autho^ 
rity  of  Government,  If  the  only  Plan  that  had 
been,  propofed  was  unexceptionable.  Men  ought 
to  have  been  fatisfied-  for  nothing  can  be  more 
abfurd  than  to  oppofe  it,  becaufe  reafonable  Ob- 
jeftions  may  be  offered  againft  fome  other  Plan, 
that  never  has  been  propofed  for  the.  Colonies. 

But  the  Dodlor  fays  :  Whatever  the  Flunners 
might  intend  or  pretend^  if  ever  an  Epifcopate  is  an- 
thoritatively  fettled  in  America^  it  may  be^  for  aught 
any  of  them  all  can.  fay ^  upon  a  Plan  very  different 
from  what  they  have  propofed, ^  If  the  Antiepifcopa-- 
^lians  had  the  Wifdom  to  fignify  their  Approbation 
of  this,. which  in  their  own,  Confciences  they  know 
can  never  hurt  them,,  or'  the.  Difcretionv  not  to  op^^ 
pofe  it.*,  there  could  be  no.Room^  to  doubt,  that 
whenever  an  Epifcopate  Ihould  be  authoritatively 
fettled  in  the  Colonies,  it  would  be  according  to. 
a  Planv  that  had  been  offered,  om  one  Side,  and 
admited,  on  the  other,  as  unexceptionable.  But 
what  Alterations  unreafonable  Oppofition,  attend¬ 
ed  with  the  vileft  Abufes  of  the  national  Church,, 
may  occafion,  is  more  difficult  to  fay  :  Although^ 
we  ftill  hope,^  that  Allowance  may  be  made  for 
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Prejudices,  and  that  no  Reientment  of*  fiich  Treats 
rnent  may  be  Ihewn,  when  the  Defign  for  an  Ame^ 
rican  Epifeopate  lhall  come  to  be  ^ut  in  Executi¬ 
on.  We  wifb  to  give  no  Offence  to  others ;  we 
hope  no  juft  Offence  will  be  ever  given.  We  .are 
willing  to  forget  the  Injuries  we  have  received. 
We  would  avoid  every  Appearance  that  might  ex¬ 
cite  Jealoufy  ; .  and  we  Ihould  think  ourfelves  hap¬ 
py  in  thC'  Friendfhip  and  Confidence  of  every  re¬ 
ligious  Denomination  in  the  Colonies.  As  one 
Proof  of  this  Difpofition,  our  cordial  Confent  to, 
and  our  earneft  Defire  of,  an  Epifeopate  upon  the 
Plan  under Conftderation,  are  offered  to  the  Public. 

•  Of  this  Mr.  Apthorp  fpake,  as  “  fuch  a  fim- 
“  pie,  and  beautiful  Plan  of  the  moft  ancient  and 
moderate  Epifcopacy,”  that  it  ought  to  remove 
the  Apprehenfions  and  Scruples  of  the  moft  Suf-, 
picious.  The  Dodfor  fays  it  can  be  no  juft  Plan 
of  the  ancient  Epifcopacy,  becaufe  the  Bifhops  are 
to  have  no  Authority  over  the  Laity.  But  as  this 
Subjedt  has  been  confidered  already,  I  have  no* 
Occafion  to  repeat  what  has,  been  faid. 

f 

Dr.  Mayhew  had  ridiculed,  “  with  burlefqiie 
“  Gravity,”  fome  Expreffions  in  the  Society’s 
Ahftra^i  of  wherein  Confirmation  was  fpo- 

ken  of.  Mr.  Apthorp  remarked,  that  “  he  well 
“  knows,  or  ealily  may,  that  we  aferihe  no  more 
Efficacy  to  the  laying  on  Biffiop’s  Hands,  than 
“  his  Brethren  do  to  the  laying  on  of  Prefbyter’s 
Hands.”  Dr.  Chauncy  replies,  that  Mr.  Ap¬ 
thorp  is  miftaken  with  Regard  to  this  Point.  For, 
fays  he:  Do  Epifcopalians  never  fpeak  of  an  inde¬ 
lible  Character  as  tmprejfed  ly  the  Bijhop's  Hand 
in  Ordination  ?-z-mp\y\nQ,  that  the  Congregati- 
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onalifts  pretend  to  no  fuch  Thing.  I  imagine  the 
Doftcr  here  fpake  without  Attention  or  Recol- 
Jeftion  ;  for  I  am  not  willing  to  fuppofe,  that  he 
does  not  underftand  the  Principles  of  “  his  Bre- 
thren.”  They  believe, -or  tifed  to  believe,  that 
an  indelible  Chara^er  is,  in  fome  Cafes,  conveyed 
by  themfelves,  as  firmly  as  we  do  that  fuch  a  Cha- 
rafter  is  ever  given  by  our  Bifhops.  By  an  indeli¬ 
ble  Chara5ler  is  meant,  a  Charafter  that  continues 
through  Life,  and  of  which  a  Man  cannot  diveft 
himfelf.  Such,  for  Inftance,  is  the  baptifmal  Cha- 
rafter;  which,  in  the  Opinion  of^all  that  adminif- 
ter  or  receive  it,  can  never  be  laid  afide.  He  that 
is  once  baptifed,  is  always  confidered,  in  all  Cir- 
cumftances,  as  a  baptifed  Perfon.  Should  he  dif- 
regard  the  facred  Charafter  himfelf,  fhould  he  a- 
poftatize  from  Chriftianity,  or  be  excommunicated 
from  the  Church,  yet  his  Baptifm  ftiil  remains. 
For  fnould  he  return  to  his  Duty,  and  give  fuffici- 
ent  Proofs  of  his  Repentance,  fo  that  it  would  be 
thought  proper  to  reftorc  him  to  the  Privileges  of  a 
Chriftian,  a  new  Baptifm  would  not  be  required ; 
The  Reafon  of  which  is  this,  and  can  be  this  only, 
that  the  baptifmal  Charafter  is  confidered  as  indeli¬ 
ble,  This,  I  believe,  is  the  Opinion  of  Congre- 
gationalifts,  as  well  as  of  others.  The  Cafe  of  Or¬ 
dination,  in  this  Refpeft,  is  much  the  fame  with 
that  of  Baptifm.  According  to  good  Information, 
there  have  been  Inftances  in  New-England,  of  or¬ 
dained  Minifters,  that  after  a  while  have  given  up 
their  facred  Employment,  and  become  perfeftly 
fecularized — purluing,  like  other  Perfons  fome  of 
the  common  Occupations  of  Life — and  afterwards 
have  refumed  their  ecclefiaftical  Funftions  ;  to 
which  they  have  been  admited,  without  Reordina- 
\\on.  This  is  a  Proof  that,  in  New-England,  the 
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facerdotal  Charafter  is  alfo  thought  to  be  tndelihlK 
And  indeed  when  that  Charadler  is  once  commu¬ 
nicated,  why  fhould  it  be  more  circumfcribcd^ 
with  Regard  to  Time,  than  to  Place  ?  Why  fhould 
it  not  continue  with  a  Man  as  long  as  he  lives^  aS:. 
well  as  accompany  him  wherever  he  goes  ? 

Mr.  Apthorp  fairly  concluded  from  Dr.  May- 
hew’s  Performances,,  that  he  was  not  willing  that. 
Epifcopalians  in  the  Colonies  fhould  have  that 
Liberty,,  without  which  he  and  his  Brethren  would; 
not  be  facisfied  themfelves.  la  controverting  this 
Point,  Pr.  Chauncy  builds  upon  this  rotten  Foun¬ 
dation,^  that  the  American  Epifcopalians  have,  ia 
Reality,  the  fame  Liberty  with  other  Denomina¬ 
tions,  in  all  Refpedis  ;  of  which  nothing  farther  is. 
needful  to  be  here  faid. 

It  had  been  mentioned  as  one  Advantage  ex¬ 
pelled  from  an  American  Epifcopate,  that  the* 
Clergy  here  would  be  under  a  proper  Government. 
Dr.  Mayhew  treated  this  with  his  ufual  Candor  and, 
Charity,  infinuating  that  the  Epifcopal  Clergy  in 
America  peculiarly  required  to  be  reduced  to 

Order.’"  Mr.  Apthorp  anfwered,  that  the  con¬ 
trary  was  rather  to  be  inhered,  from  their  unani¬ 
mous  Defire  of  fuch  an  Epifcopate.  Dr.  Chauncy 
does  not  deny  the  Juflnefs  of  this  Inference,  nor 
difpute  but  that  the  Clergy,  who  have  petitioned  for 
Bifhops,  are  unanimous^  at  leafi  in  Appearance^  in 
their  Wijhes  to  have  them  \  but  he  ftill  comforts 
himfelf,  that  the  Clergy  in  the  Epifcopal  Colonies 
have  not  petitioned  for,  nor  fhewn  themfelves  to 
be  delirous  of  American  Bifhops  ;  and  confequently, 
that  they  have  not  given  this  Proof  of  their  not 
being  a  disorderly  Set  of  People.  How  long  this 
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Confolation  is  like  to  continue,  the  Reader  may 
judge  from  what  has  been  faid  ;  and  how  much,  in 
the  Dodtor’s  Opinion,  the  Reputation  of  the  Clergy 
depends  upon  their  petitioning  for  Bifhops,  is  wor¬ 
thy  of  Notice,  as  he  undertakes  to  exprefs  the 
Sentiments  of  his  Brethren  in  general. 

The  Talk  of  anfwering  all  the  Objeftions  and 
Cavils  in  the  Pamphlet  before  me,  is  like  that  of 
teaching  Children  to  read  in  their  Primers  ;  it  re¬ 
quires  much  Time  and  Patience,  and  after  all,  the 
Profit  is  but  inconfiderable.  This  Obfervation  was 
naturally  fuggefted  by  other  Parts  of  the  DodloPs 
Performance  ;  but  here,  where  a .  Reply  to  Mr. 
Apthorp  is  attempted,  it  forces  itfelf  fo  irreliftably 
upon  me,  that  I  am  unable  to  fupprefs  it.  The' 
Exceptions  of  our  Author  in  general,  appear  to 
me  to  be  fo  very  weak  and  trifling,  not  to  mention 
the  almoft  perpetual  Repetitions  of  what  had  been 
before  faid,  that  I  know  not  how  to  reconcile  them 
with  his  reputed  Judgment  and  good  Senfe.  How¬ 
ever,  amidft  thefe,  there  are  a  few  Particulars  that 
deferve  not  to  be  intirely  flighted. 

Dr.  Mayhew  had  objefted  againft  an  American 
Epifeopate,  becaufe  Bilhops  had  fometimes  proved 
to  be  ambitious  and  troublefome.  Mr.  Apthorp 
anfwered,  that  fo  are  Prefbyters — too  often 
and  therefore  Prelbyters  might  as  well  be  excluded 
from  the  Colonies  as  Bilhops,  on  that  Account. 
Dr.  Chauncy  replies:  This  proves  nothings  unlefs 
he  could  have  faid  farther^  that  their  Sphere  of  In¬ 
fluence  was  equally  extenjive^  in  Confequence  of  which 
there  was  equal  Danger^  from  their  intriguing  with 
great  Men  at  home^  or  with  Governors  or  principal 
Men  here^  of  carrying  into  Execution  fuch  Schemes  as 
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mi^ht  be  greatly  hurtful^  both  in  a  civil  and  religiout 
Senfe^  p.  163,  Prefbyters  muft  always  be  fuppofed 
to  have  fome  influence ;  and  in  Proportion  to  the 
Degree  and  Extent  of  it,  this  Objection  is  equally 
conclufive  againft  them,  as  againft  BilEops,  accord= 
ing  to  Mr.  A p thorp’s  Argument  :  Nay,  it  will 
equally  conclude  againft  the  Toleration  of  any 
Epifcopalians  at  all,  in  Proportion  to  their  Influ¬ 
ence.  For  the  Principle  is  this-— that  wherever 
Men  of  other  Perfuafions  are  fuppofed  to  have  an 
Influence,  that  may  be  ufed  againft  the  Congrega- 
tionalifts,  the  latter  are  to  oppofe  their  Exiftence,  at 
leaft,  in  the  fame  'Country  with  themfelves,  and  to 
refufe  them  the  common  Rights  of  Chriftians  :  On 
which  Principle  alone  the  Oppofition  to  the  Bifhops 
of  our  Plan  can  be  juftified.  The  Influence  of  a 
Bilhop  is  undoubtedly  greater  than  that  of  a  Prefby- 
ter  ;  but  the  Influence  of  a  Biihop  without  any 
temporal  Power,  like  thofe  in  Qiieftion,  has  never 
been  efteemed  formidable  in  any  Country.  To 
objedl  againft  fuch,  is  like  objefting  againft  a  Man’s 
natural  or  acquired  Abilities  ;  and  it  may  as  juftly. 
be  contended,  that  no  Clergyman  fliould  be  tolera¬ 
ted  in  America,  whofe  Capacity  exceeded  a  certain 
Size,  or  whofe  Learning  exceeded  fuch  a  limited 
Standard.  Suppofmg  the  Influence  of  an  American 
BilEop  to  be  equal  to  that  of  Twenty  Prefbyters  •, 
yet  if  there  wall  be  a  Flundred  Prefbyters  in  Ame¬ 
rica  to  one  Biihop,  then  this  Objeftion  will  have 
Five  Times  the  Force  againft  the  Order  of  Prefby¬ 
ters,  as  againft  the  Order  of  Bilhops.  If  the  Doftof 
would  be  afhamed  of  the  Objedtion  in  one  Cafe,  he 
ought  not  to  urge  it  in  the  other. 

The  Unreafonablenefs  of  the  Objedlion  farther 
appears,  from  what  Mr,  Apthorp  juftly  obferves,, 
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viz.  That  the  Temper  of  the  Englifh  Bifhops  is 
now,  and  has  been  for  a  long  Time,  fuch,  as  af¬ 
fords  no  Room  for  Jealoufy,  but  intitles  them  to 
Confidence.  The  Doftor  is  not  willing  to  ac¬ 
knowledge  this ;  efpecially  if  it  be  true^  as  Dr. 
Mayhew  had  been  informed,  that  High-Church  Tory 
Principles  are  [have  been]  lately  revived  in  England, 
p  164J  This  Information  may  have  been  true; 
and  fuch  Principles  may  have  been  revived  in 
England,  and  not  countenanced  by  the  Bifliops. 
The  Bilhops  at  home  may  have  embraced  them, 
and  yet  Bifhops  of  other  Principles  may  be  fent 
to  America.  Befides,  High-Church  Principles 
(to  ufe  the  Doftor’s  Cant)  are  not  necelTarily  into¬ 
lerant  ;  and  no  Principles  but  thofe  of  Intolerance 
arejuftly  to  be  dreaded.  That  the  Bifhops  at  home 
are  Friends  to  religious  Liberty,  and  dilpofed,  not 
to  opprefs,  but  to  oblige  the  Difienters,  the  moft 
confiderable  of  the  latter  have  candidly  confefTed. 
The  late  excellent  Archbifhop  Seeker  was,  in  the 
Dodlor’s  Phrafeology,  a  High-Flyer  in  his  Principles  ; 
and  yet  he  was  as  forward  to  do  kind  Offices  to 
Proteflants  of  other  Principles,  as  they  themfelves 
could  reafonably  wifh.  An  Inftance  of  this  Kind, 
and  of  the  Chriftian  Temper  and  Generofity  of  the 
whole  Bench  of  Bifhops,  that  ought  never  to  be 
forgotten,  is  publifhed  in  his  Life.  In  1743  ‘Mils 
“  Lordfhip  (then  Bifliop  of  Oxford)  received  a 
“  Letter  from  Dr.  Wifliart,  Provoft  of  Edinburgh 
“  College,  recommending  to  him  his  Brother  and 
“  Mr.  Wallace,  Deputies  from  the  eftabliflied 
“  Clergy  of  Scotland,  to  promote  a  Bill  in  Parlia- 
“  ment  for  providing  a  Maintenance  for  their 
“  Widows  and  Children,  which  many  of  them 
“  imagined  the  Bifhops  would  oppofe.  Dr.  Seeker 
“  paid  them  all  the  Civility,  and  did  them  all  the 
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“  Service  he'  could.  None  of  the  Bench  oppojed 
“  their  Bill  either  publickly  or  privately,  and  it 
“  tvas  mved  for  by  a  Bijhop  at  each  of  its  three  Rea- 
dings  m  the  Houfc  of  Lords*.”  The  late  Dr. 
S.  Chandler,  who  was  intimate  with  his  Grace  and 
feveral  of  the  Bifhops,  and  knew  them  all,  thought 
there  could  be  no  Danger  from  their  Difpofition, 
nor  from  any  other  Qiiarter,  that  would  juftify  an 
Oppofition  to  the  Epifcopate  of  our  Plan  ;  and 
therefore,  like  a  wife  and  honeft  Man,  and  a  real 
Friend  to  religious  Liberty,  he  freely  fignified  his 
Approbation  of  it. 

Dr.  Mayhew''ob]ei6led,  that  fuppofing  Bifhops 
lliould  be  at  firfl:  fent  in  the  Manner  propofed,  yet 
there  was  no  Certainty  that  they  and  their  Succef- 
fors  would  remain  contented,  very  long,  under 
fuch  Limitations.  Mr.  Apthorp  replied;  ‘‘  Who 
knows  whether  the  New-Eno-landers  will  not 
hang  Quakers — again,”  as,  in  one  of  their 
Colonies,  they  did  formerly  ?  This  wasafufficient 
Anfwer  to  fo  unreafonablc  an  Objedtion  \  efpecially 
as  Dr.  Mayhew  himfelf  had  adminiftered  an  Anti¬ 
dote  agalnft  the  Poifon  of  his  own  Argument,  in 
thefe  Words  :  It  is  readily  owned,  that  our  Ap- 
prehenfions  of  what  may  poffibly  or  probably  be 
the  Confequences  of  Bifhops  being  fent  hither, 
ought  not  to  put  us  on  infringing  the  religious  Li- 
berty  of  our  Fellow  Subjebls^  and  Chrillian  Bre- 
thren-f.”  But  Mr.  Apthorp  proceeds  ;  “  The 
‘‘  Clergy  of  England  are  in  general  Friends  to 
‘‘  religious  Freedom:  The  People  of.  England, 
Whigs  and  Tories,  are  unfavourable  to  clerical 

Power ; 

•  The  Life  of  Archbifhop  Seeker,  by  the  Doders, .  Porteuii 
and  Stinton,  p.  25. 

Dr.  Mayhew’s  Second  Defenc^f  p.  69. 
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«  Power  5  and  a  far  greater  Danger  than  the 


Dodlor’s  imaginary  one,  is,  that  of  their  laying 
afide  all  Regard  to  the  Chriftian^  Miniftry,  in 
every  Shapes,  and  to  Chriftianity  itlelf. 


The  Pleader  will  obferve,,  that  the  preceeding 
Objedlion  does,  in  Eifeft,  admit  of  an  Epifcopatc 
on  the  prelent  .Plan: ;  for  it  is  made  only  on  the 
Suppofition  that  this  Plan  may  be  altered*,  and  the 
poflible  or  probable  Alteration  is  its  only  Objedt. 
But  of  any  material  Alteration  of  the  Plan  we  fee 
no  Probability..  In  thb  Conntryv  we  do  not  defire 
it  ;  at  home,  there  appears  no  Difpofition  to  make 
it :  And  after  a  Plan  of  fuch.  a  Nature  has  been 
once  put  in  Execution,  efpecially  if  Men  on  all 
Sides  fhall  appear  tOr  have  been  fatisfied  with  it, 
every  Day  will  render  an  Alteration  more  difficult. 
The  general  Difpofuiony  as  Mr.  Apthorp  obferved, 
is  friendly  to  religious  Liberty  :  It  is  far  more 
likely  to  increafe  than  diminiffi  ;  and  therefore  it  is 
pioft  probable,  that  no.  Alterations  will,  be  made, 
in  this  or  any  odicr  Plan,  that  are  unfavourable  to 
the'  religious  Rights  of  any  Denomination  of 
:Chriftians.  Upon  this  general  Difpofition  of  our 
Superiors,  which  is  a  Security,  to  others,  we  alfo 
depend--for  the  full  Enjoyment  of  the  Inftitutions 
of  the  Church,  in.the  Colonies  V  in  Order  to  which, 
an  Epifeopate.  is  abforlutely  necelTary;  An  Epifeo- 
pate  therefore  we  claim,,  as  one  of  the  common 
Rights  of  Chriftians,  and  as  Subjedls  of  a  free 
Government.,  Every  Oppofition  to  our  Claim  is 
an  Infringement  of  religious  Liberty  *,  we  cannot 
but  look  upon  it  in  this  Light  ourfelves,  and  we 
doubt  not  but  the  Government,  when  the  Subjedt 
fhall  be  taken  into  Confideration,  will  look  upon 
it  in  the  fanae  Light. 

F  f  2  To 
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To  the  foregoing  Reprefentation  of  Mr.  Ap- 
thorp,  the  Dodor  replies  :  All  this  being-taken  for 
granted^  yet  may  not  Times  alter,  and  Adminiftra- 
tions  change  ?  p.  165.  This  is  bringing  the  Aro'u- 
ment  back,  from  Probability  to  Poffibility.  *^If 
the  general  Diipofition  is  more  favourable  to  reli¬ 
gious  Liberty  than  it  ever  has  been,  Appearances 
‘are  on  the  fide  of  religious  Liberty.  Times  do  not 
.eafily  alter  ivi  fuch  Refpeds.  A  national  Charader 
isnotfoon  loft;  Chang  es  of  Adminijirationy  vinlefs 
it  falls  into  the  Hands  of  Foreigners,  feldom  affedl 
it.  There  can 'be  no  greater  Security  to  any  Privi¬ 
lege  or  Right,  than  that  the  Sentiments  and  Dif- 
pofition  of  the  Public  are  known  to  favour  it.  To 
objedf  therefore  the  Poffibility  that  the  befi:  Security 
may  fail,  fliews  the  Situation  and  Temper  of  our 
Adverfaries.  Their  Situation  is  fuch,  that,  for 
Want  of  plaufible  Objeftions,  they  are  obliged  to 
ufe^  thofe  that  are  monftrous  and  fhockingf  And 
their  Temper  is  fuch,  that  they  are  determined,  at 
any  Rate,  to  oppofe  our  Enjoyment  of  equal  Pri- 
)  vileges  with  themfelves.  They  clearly  difeover, 
that  they  will  never  confent  to  our  having  an  Epif- 
copate  in  any  Form,  by  oppofing  one  in  the  moft 
unexceptionable  Form  that  can  be  mentioned.  In¬ 
deed  the  Dodlor  has  confented  that  we  may  have 
Bifhops  from  the  Moravians  •,  but  he  may  as  well 
retraft  this,  as  his  other  Conceffions.  And  if  our 
Plan  had  been  to  have  Moravian  Bifhops,  he 
would  probably  have  contended  as  furioufly  againfl 
them,  as  againft  thofe  that  have  been  requefted. 

I 

FIe  urges,  in  the  Words  of  Dr.  May  hew :  We 
are  certainly  more  fure  againfl  Oppreffton  (by  Bi¬ 
fhops)  hi  the  Abfence  of  Bifhops^  than  we  Jhouldbe 
if  they  zvere  once  fxed  here.  It  appears  then,  as  I 

'  have 
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have  juft  obferved,  that  no  other  Security  will  fa- 
tisfy  ibme  People,  than  our  having  no  Bilhops  at 
■all.  However,  as  there  is  no  Probability,  hardly 
a  Poffibility,  that  fuch  an  unreafonable  Oppofition 
Ihould  prevent  it,  it  concerns  them  to  confider  the 
following  Words  of  Mr.  Apthorp  :  “  They  (Bi- 
Ihops)  may  foon  be  fent,  and  with  much  greater 
Authority  than  is  afked  for  them  now  and 
perhaps  with  fame  Resentment  of  the  Oppofi- 
“  tion  made  to  them  before.'^  Should  this  be  the 
Cafe,  which  I  hope  it  may  not  be,  the  blind  and 
impetuous  Zeal  of  thefe  Sticklers  againft  Bifhops, 
may  in  fome  Meafure  excufe,  but  it  can  never  atone 
for,  the  Mifchief  they  will  have  occafioned  to  their 
own  Party. 
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Mr.  Apthorp  proceeds :  Englifh  DilTenters, 
who  have  Six  and  Twenty  Bifliops  eftablifhed 
“  among  them,  fear  no  Harm  from  them.  Why 
then  fliould  the  New-England  Diffenters  fear 
any,  if  one  or  two  fliould  be  eftabliflied,  wdth 
much  lefs  Power,  in  one  or  two  neighbouring 
Provinces  TheDoftor  replies,  that  if  the  Dif¬ 
fenters  at  home  fear  no  Harm  horn  the  Bifliops,  yet 
they  fuffer  it.  They  are^  and  ever  will  he^  in  fuf- 
fering  Circumjlances  *,  unlefs  the  EJlablifhment  of  the 
Church  of  England  is  .diffolved^  or  greatly  altered. 
p.  166.  Whatever  they  fuffer  from  the  national 
Eflablifliment,  is  here  charged  to  the  Account  of 
the  prefent  Bifhops.  But  did  they  make  the  Efla- 
‘blifliment  ?  Is  it  in  their  Power  to  alter  it  Or  if 
it  was,  would  it  be  right  in  them  to  give  up  the 
legal  Advantages  of  that  Church,  with  the  Inter- 
efts  of  which  they  are  intrufted,  before  they  P.nd 
it  to  be  agreeable  to  the  Generality  of  its  Mem¬ 
bers  ?  Indeed  were  thofe  Advantages  founded  in 
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the  Opprellion  of  other  People,  the  Bifhops  ought 
in  Duty  to  ufe  tlieir  Influence  that  the  Oppreflion 
might  be^  removed.  But  the  Englifli  Diflenters- 
feel  themielves  to  be  not  opprefled  ;  and  many  of 
them  are  fenfible  of  the  peculiar  Mildnefs  and. 
Moderation,  not  only  of  the  Bifhops,  but  of  the 
national  Eflablifhment,  No  Diffenters  from  the 
eftablifhed  Religion  in  an*y  Country  on  Earth,  have 
leis  Reafon  to  complain  of  their  fuffering  Circum^ 
fiances^  than  thofe  in  England,  If  the  Doftorhas 
Reference  to  what  they  contribute  for  the  Support 
of  the  parochial  Clergy,  exclufivcly  of  Tithes,  k 
amounts  to  but  a  Trifle*,  and  what  they  pay  in 
.Tithes,  is  not,  nor  has  it  ever  been,,  any  Part  of 
their  ov^n  Property,  as  was  fliewn  in  the  Appeal 
If  he  refers  to  their  Exclufion,  from  civil  Offices 
under  the  Government;  many  of  them- find  Ways 
to  evade  the  Law,  fo  that  the  Exclufion,  in  Effect, 
is  far  from  being  general.  But  were  it  univerfal, 
their  Suffering  would  confift  only  in  not  being  ad^ 
mitted  to  certain  political  ;  Favors  which 

are  not  granted  them,  on  Account  only  of  thek 
known  Dlfpofition  to  abufe  them,  to  the  Injury  of 
the  national  Eflablifhment.  In  the  mean  Time, 
they  have  every  Indulgence  that  is  requifite  to  the 
full  Enjoyment  of  religious  Liberty.  They  are  al¬ 
lowed  to  exercife  their  own  Form  of  ecclefiaftical 
Government— -they  are  allowed  to  ordain  their  own 
Minifters  (Privileges  which  the  Epifcopalians  in 
America  ftill  want,  and  may  for  ever  want,  with 
the  good  Will  of  fome  People)— -they  are  allowed 
to  worfbip  God  in  their  owm  Way  , without  Con- 
trob--they  are  allowed  to  make  Profelytes,  if  they 
can,  from  the  national  Church— and,  notwith- 
Itanding  certain  Statutes  and  Canons,  they  are  not 
reftrained  by  the  Government  from  publickly  a- 

bufing 
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bufing  the  national  Eftablifliment,  to  the  Mildnefs 
of  which  they  are  indebted  for  thefe  Indulgences. 
After  all  this,  they  can  have  no  great  Keafon  to 
complain  of  their  fuffering  Circumfiances. 


Dr.  Mayhew  pretended  to  be  apprehenfive,  that 
the  Biftiops  propofed  might  be  fupported  by  a  Tax 
-upon  the  Colonies.  Mr.  ApthoYp  anfwered,  that 
until  a  proper  Maintenance  could  be  otherwife 
provided,  none  would  be  fent ;  as  was  evident  from 
Bifliop  Butler’s  Plan,  with  which  all  the  others  a- 
greed.  Here  Dr.  Chauncy  feems  to  have  been  ex- 
haufted  ;  and  he  fays  in  Reply,  or  rather  inftead' 
of  a  Reply  :  It  is  not  pojfible  any  one  Jlootild  have  a 
-Conception  of  the  Pertinency^  Force^  and  Elegance 
of  the  Doctor's  Objection^  as  fet  forth  at  large  in 
his  reafoning  upon  it^  by  reading  only  this  curfory^ 
fdghty\  and^  I  may  fay^  triflng  An fwer  to  it,  p.  167. 
Plerc  is  a  new  (^lality  afcribed  to  Objetflions.  I 
have  heard  of  elegant  Expreffions,  and  elegant 
Compofitions  ^  but  of  elegant  Objeoiions  I  have  ne¬ 
ver  before  heard.  It  feems  then,  that  as  an  Ob- 
jedlion  may  be  pertment  and  not  forcible,^  or  forci¬ 
ble  and  not  pertinent,^  fo  an  Objeclion,  that  is  nei¬ 
ther  forcible  nor  pertinent  may  ft  ill  be  elegant ; 
and  on  that  Account  be  worthy  of  Attention.  Mr. 
Apthorp,  I  believe,  confined  himfelf  to  the  Con- 
fideration  of  the  Pertinency  and  Force,,  without 
thinking  it  worth  while  to  attend  to  the  Elegance, 
of  the  Obieftions  before  him.  But  enoush  of 
this. 


The  Doftor  goes  on  for  three  or  four  Pages 
more,  in  his  Controvcrfy  with  Mr.  Apthorp— 
ling  at  here  and  there  a  Sentence  which  he  is  plcafed 
'So  pick  cut  but  he  fiys  nothing  of  any  Confe- 

qucAnce, 
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<  quence,  nor  does  he  introduce  Dr.  Mayhew  as  fay¬ 
ing  any  Thing  of  Confequence,  that  has  not  been 
fairly  obviated  in  the  Conrfe  of  the  preceding 
Pages.  Although  I  am  tired  of  the  Drudgery  1 
have  undergone,  yet  I  beg  Leave  to  aflure  the 
Reader  that'  my  Refolution  continues,  to  pafs  by 
nothing  that  can  deferve  his  Notice  :  But  after  his 
Kindnefs,  in  accompanying  me  thus  far  through  a 
difagreeable  Road,  I  think  it  would  be  ungenerous 
to  detain  him  with  Trifles,  efpecially  when  he  is  fo 
near  to  the  End  of  his  Journey.  I  lhall  therefore 
pafs  over  what  has  been  farther  offered  in  Reply  to 
Mr.  Apthorp  ;  and  examine  what  remains,  relating 
more  immediately  to  myfelf ;  which  confiils  almoll 
intirely  of  Repetitions,  and.  partly  of  double  Re- 
pedtions,  of  what  has  been  faid  before. 

And  nothing  worthy  of  Attention  appears,  be¬ 
fore  we  come  to  p.  173.  I  had  faid:  ^  Our 
‘  Claim  is,  that  we  may  be  upon  an  equal  FoOt- 
‘  ing  with  the  other  religious  Denominations  in 
*  America.  In  Order  to  this,  it.  is  neceffary  that 
‘  v/e  be  allowed  the  Enjoyment  of  our  ecclefiaficai 
‘  Conftitution,  in  the  fame  compleat  Manner  as  it 
‘  is  enjoyed  by  them.’  The  Doctor  replies,  that 
fuch  a  compleat  Enjoyment  of  it,  is  not  agreeable 
to  the  propofed  Plan ;  for  that  it  muft  be  attended 
with  fpiritual  Courts^  and  the  Exerctfe  of  epifcopal 
Authority  in  the  fame  precife  PPay  and  Manner  that 
has  been  eftablijhed  by  King  and  Parliament.  But  this 
is  a  manifeft  Pervcrfion  of  very  plain  Language. 
The  Word  eccleftafiical  has  two  Meanings  :  In  a 
ftrift-Senfe  it  mearts  what  belongs  to  the  Church 
originally,  as  a  fpiritual  Society,  without  any  Re¬ 
lation  to  the  State.  It  alfo  means,  in  a  larger  or 
laxer  Senfe,  whatever  belongs  to  the  Church ;  and 

includes 
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includes  all  thofe  external  Circumftances  and  Re¬ 
gulations,  which  the  Church  may  receive  from  the 
civil  Authority.  Thefe  two  Senfes  are  materially 
different ;  and  when  the  Word  is  evidently  ufed  in 
one  of  them  only,  it  is  unfair  and  fophiftical  to 
interpret  it  in  the  other.  The  Plea  for  the  Epif- 
copate  in  Qtieftion,  from  the  yery  Beginning,  conr 
fidcred  the  Epifcopalians  in  America  as  a  religious 
Society  ;  and  what  was  afked  or  propofed  in  Favor 
of  it,  was  purely  of  a  fpiritual  or  ecclefiaflical  Na¬ 
ture,  in  the  firft  and  ftrift  Senfe  of  the  Word.  The 
Appendages  added  by  the  Government  to  the  fame 
Church  in  England,  were  never  confidered  as  any 
Part  of  its  real  Subftance,  or  as  effential  to  its  in¬ 
ternal  Conftitution,  even  there.  The  Church  has  a 
Conftitution  of  its  own,  given  it  by  its  divine 
Founder,  which  continues  the  fame,  both  in  Prof- 
perity  and  Adverfity,  whether  favored  or  perfe- 
cuted  by  the  Powers  of  the  World ;  and  the  Doc¬ 
tor  knows,  that  it  was  the  compleat  Enjoyment  of 
this  Conftitution  only  that  was  fpoken  of.  To 
talk  therfore  of  fuch  fpiritual  Courts  as  have  been 
erefted  in  England,  and  fuch  Modes  as  have  been 
eftablifhed  by  the  civil  Authority,  as  Parts  of  our 
ecclefiaflical  Conftitution^  is  a  poor  quibbling  with 
Words,  and  utterly  unworthy  of  a  fair  Difputant. 

All  that  was  claimed  as  a  Ri^ht,  in  Behalf  of 
the  Epifcopalians  in  America,  amounted  only  to  a 
Toleration — fuch  a  Toleration  as  fuffers  the  Church 
to  exift  here  ‘  in  all  its  Parts.’  The  like  Perver- 
fion  is  made  of  this  ExprelTion  for  the  whole 
Tenor  of  the  appeal,  and  the  Defence  of  it,  Ihew- 
ed  my  Meaning  to  be,  all  its  effential  Parts,  or  all 
its  Parts  confidered  barely  as  an  ecclefiaflical  Soci- 
ety,  unalHed  with  the  State,  To  countenance  the, 
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Abufe,  the  Do6lor  has  added,  in  Capitals,  in  all 
Respects  ;  as  if  I  had  infilted,  that  the  Church 
lliould  not  only  be  allowed  to  exift  here  ‘  in  all 
‘  its  Parts,’  but  in  all  RtfpeSs  as  it  does  in  England. 
But  as  I  did  not  ufe  the  Expreffion  myfelf-,  fo  I 
faid  nothing  that  could  juftify  the  Doctor’s  Ufe  of 
it,  in  fuch  a  Manner. 

He  next  introduces,  once  more,  a  Siate-EJia- 
blijhnirnt,  which  has  been  already  confidered  •,  and 
on  which  therefore  I  fhall  not  enlarge  in  this  Place. 
He  contends  that  the  Epifcopate  propofed  necelTa- 
rily  implies  fuch  an  Eliablilhment ;  and  his  Me¬ 
thod  of  arguing  is  recommended  to  the  Attention 
of  fuch  Readers  as  are  fond  of  ‘  Curiofities.’  A- 
^merican  Bipjops,  fays  he,  Jhall  have  no  Authority 
over  the  Laity  their  fpiritual  Courts  muft  not  be 
held  in  this  Part  of  the  World  y-and  they  them- 
felves  are  to  he  confined  in  their  Poii'er  within  certain 
prefcribed  Boundaries.  How  is  cill  this  to  he  accom- 
plifhed  ?  Mufl  there  not  he  the  Interpofition  of  the 
State  ?  Can  it  he  affehled  in  any  other  Way  ?--And 
what  is  this.,  in  real  Meaning,  hut  an  Efiahlifloment  ? 
p.  176.  I  know  not  that  the  Interpofition  of  the 
State  is  at  all  neceffary,  in  Order  to  the  compleat 
Execution  of  our  whole  Plan.  If  it  be  neceffary,  it 
is  only  to  limit  and  circumferibe  the  Authority  of 
the  intended  Bifhops.  Such  an  Interpofition  is 
properly  a  Rejlraint,  and  not  an  EJlablifisment  •,  and 
the  Actoi  -I  deration  may,  with  much  greater  Pro¬ 
priety,  be  called  an  Ejlablijhment  of  the  various 
tolerated  Sefts,  in  England.  I  cannot  conclude 
this  Remark  without  obferving,  that  if  the  Doctor 
will  have  a  Language  peculiar  to  himfelf ;  if  he 
will  ufe  Words  in  fuch  a  Senfe  as  no  Mortal  ever 
uied  them  before  him  he  ought  to  publiflr  a 

ninfT/irx' 


FARTHER  DEFENDED.  227 

Glojfary^  wherein  the  Singularities  of  his.  Phrafeo- 
logy  are  carefully  explained. 

I  HAVE  now  confidered  every  Thing  in  Dr. 
Chauncy’s  Pamphlet^  that  could  with  any  Propri¬ 
ety,  be  brought  before  the  Public,  as  worthy  of 
Notice.  I  have  attended  to  the  Pertineficy  and 
Ferce^  although  not  to  the  Elegance,  of  all  his 
Objeftions  againft  an  American  Epifeopate,  on  the 
Plan  of  the  Appeal^  as  well  as  againft  the  Church 
of  England,  and  the  truly  venerable  Society  for 
the  Propagation  -  of  the  Gofpel.  I  am  not  confei- 
ous  that  I  have  ^mifreprefented  his  Sentiments  or 
his  Arguments  in  any  Inftance.  ,  I  have  paffed 
over  nothing,  becaufe  I  found  it  difficult  to  be  anf- 
v/ered.  And'  if  I  may  be  allowed  ‘  to  exprefs  my 
own  Opinion,,  it  is  clearly  this,  that  ail  he  has  of¬ 
fered  relating  to  thefe  feveral  Subjedts,  is  either 
weak  or  impertinent ;  and  if  this  has  not  been 
fhewn,  to  the  Satisfadlion  of  the  impartial  Rea- 
’  der,  I  am  greatly  miftaken.  Indeed  the  Dodtor, 
fpeaks  of  his  own  Performance  with  high  Confi¬ 
dence,  and  with  ftill  higher  Confidence,  of  his 
own  Abilities.  He  fays  that  I  have  not  written  in 
fu,ch  a  Manner,  as  to  give  him  an  Opportunity  for 
the  Trial  of  Strength,  p.  178.  Such  a  Brag-^ 
ger  I  have  not  met  with,  fince  I  was  a  School-Boy. 
He  may  conceit  himfelf  to  be  an  Hercules ;  but  in* 
this  Pamphlet  however,  he  appears,  like  the  real 
Hercules  at  the  Court  of  Omphale,^  to. have,  adted 
unworthily  of  fuch  a  Charadler. 

He  intended^  it  feems,  to  have  come- to  a  Conclu^ 
Jion  HERE  (by  not  concluding  here^  but)  by  prefent- 
ing  to  the  Reader^  in  one  View^  the  Sum  of  what% 
has  been  faid  on  both  Sides that  he  might,  the  more* 
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eafily  make  a  Judgment  in  the  Cafe,  But  he  was  di¬ 
verted  by  what  he  calls  a  Matter  of  much  greater 
Importance,,  the  Treatment  of  the  Prefbyterian  Church 
at  New-Torky  in  Relation  to  the  Charter  they  peti¬ 
tioned  for.  This  he  thinks  fufficient  to  fpread  an 
Alarm  through  all  the  Colonies  on  the  Continent,, 
giving  them  folemn  Notice  what  they  may  e^pe^f,, 
Jhould  Epifcopalians  ever  come  to  have  the  Superiori¬ 
ty  in  their  Influence,  And  he  gives  a  partial  Hif- 
tory  of  the  Affair,  contrafted  with  the  Proceed¬ 
ings  of  the  Bofton^  Afiembly  in  pafling  an  Aft,  in 
Confequence  of  which,  the  Church  of  England  in 
the  Maffachufetts  receives  Benefit. 

The  Difappointment  of  the  Prefbyterians  in 
'  New- York,  with  Regard  to  a  Charter,  he  had 
mentioned  in  his  former  Pamphlet ;  and  enough 
.  was  faid  in  Anfwer,  to  fhew  that  they  have,  upon 
the  whole,  no  great  Reafons  for  Complaint.  A- 
mong  other  Things,  it  was  obferved,  in  the  Appeal 
defended,,  that  ^  it  was  the  Belief  at  home,  that  the 
^  Church  of  England  had  been  treated  with  pecu- 
*  liar  Malevolence,  by  fome  of  thofe  very  Perfons 
‘  whofe  Names  v/ere  annexed  to  the  Petition.  It 
‘  was  therefore  not  unnatural  to  fufpeft,  that  any 
additional  Power  put  into  the  Hands  of  fuch 
^  Perfons,  would,  as  Opportunity  fhould  offer,  be 
^  exerted  againft  the  Church.’  If  nothing  farther 
could  be  faid,  yet  fo  long  as  this  was  believed  to  be 
the  Cafe,  whether  juftly  or  not :  it  was  of  itfelf  a 
fufficient  Reafon— -not  for  abridging  the  religious 
Liberty— but  for  not  enlarging  the  Power,  of  the 
Prefbyterians  in  New-York.  And  yet  Dr.  Chauncy 
takes  not  the  leafl:  Notice  of  rhis  Obfervation,  nor 
of  any  Thing  I  faid  relating  to  the  Subjeft ;  but 

founds  a  falfe  Alarm  to  all  the  Colonies,  to  prepare 

for 
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for  a  Defence,  againft  the  oppreffive  Defigns  of  the 
Church  of  England. 

» 

But  the  Refufal  of  Favors  by  the  Government, 

'  to  particular  Perfons  who  had  made  themfelves  ob¬ 
noxious  to  Government,  by  a  fuppoled  fcurrilous 
Abufe  of  the  national  Eftablilhraent,  which  ought 
always  to  be  treated  with  Decency,  is  no  Proof  of 
the  ill  Temper  of  Epifcopalians,  nor  an  Argu¬ 
ment  of  the  Unwillingnefs  of  Government  to  grant 
Favors  to  other  Perfons,  although  of  the  fame  re¬ 
ligious  Denomination,  that  have  not  difcovered 
the  fame  Difpofition  :--Much  lefs  does  it  prove  any 
’Defign,  to  deprive  fuch  Perfons  of  any  Privileges, 
of  v/hich  they  are  in  fair  and  legal  PolTeffion.  If 
the  Condufl  of  the  Prefbyterians  in  New-York  has 
been  miftaken,  or  mifreprefented,  let  it  be  made 
to  appear.  If  they,  or  their  Friends,  can  prove, 
or  make  it  probable,  that  they  have  not  publickly 
vilified  and  abufed  the  national  Church,  and  that 
they  have  been  free  from  all  fecret  Intrigues  and 
Combinations  againft  it  j  in  my  Opinion,  they,  as 
well  as  other  Proteftants,  are  intitled  to  all  P'avors 
from  the  Patrons  of  the  Church,  that  are  con- 
fiftent  with  Safety,  or  the  Conftitution.  But  on  • 
the  other  Hand,  if  they  are  confcious  of  their  own 
evil  Intentions  and  Pradlices  againft  the  Church  of 
England,  and  know  that  fome  of  them  have  been 
aftually  difcovered ;  it  is  furprifing  that  they  can 
expedl,  much  more  that  they  can  have  the  Aflii- 
rance  to  afk,  particular  Favors,  to  the  granting  of 
which,  the  Confent  of  thufe,  who  regard  the  In- 
tereft  and  Honor  of  the  Church,  is  neceffary.  I 
will  not  enter  farther  into  the  Condudt  or  the  Cafe 

of  the  Prefbvterians  in  New-York.  Let  them  but 

¥ 

clear  themfelves  of  the  Charges  and  Sufpicions 

with 
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with  which  they  are  loaded  ;  and  then,  if  any  rea- 
fonable  Favors  are  refufed  them,  barely  on  Ac¬ 
count  of  their  religious  Principles,  the  Diflenters 
throughout  the  Colonies  will  have  juft  Reafon  to 
exped  the  fame  Treatment,  and  not  before. 

As  to  the  above-mentioned  Ad  of  rhe  Bofton 
Aflembly,  it  fhews,  .according  to  the  Doftor’s  Ac¬ 
count  of  it,  a  Generofity  that  is  highly  commenda¬ 
ble  and  worthy  of  Imitation.  As  I  am  unwilling 
to  entertain  any  unfavorable  Sufpicions  in  fuch  a 
Cafe,  I  fhould  not  queftion  the  Fairnefs  of  the 
Reprefentation  were  it  not  that  the  Dodor  tri¬ 
umphs  fo  unmercii Lilly  in  the  and  takes  occafion 
from  it  to  vilify  and  abufe  the  Church  of  England* 
I  ftiall  therefore  take  the  Liberty  to  obferve,  that 
the  chief  Objed  in  View,  was  evidently  to  favor 
certain  Pajlors  and  Deacons^  and  not  the  Church— 
and  that,  although  the  Church  was  benefited,  yet 
7/ the  Claufes  in  its  Favor  were  inferred,  as  lome 
fuppofe,  in  Order  to  fecure  to  the  Bill  a  Paffage 
,  through  all  the  Branches  of  the  provincial  LegiQa- 
ture,  or  a  Confirmation  in  England,  the  Favor 
was  granted  on  mercenary  Principles,  and  the. 
Merit  of  the  A^^  in  Point  of  Generofity  to  the 
Church,  is  nothing  at  all.  Whether  this,  or  any 
other  private  Advantage,  was  the  prevailing  Mo¬ 
tive,  with  the  Bofton  Aftembly,  for  favoring  the 
Church  of  England,  the  Dodor  probably  knows  *, 
and  if  it  was,  others  know,  that  the  A^  defervea 
not  the  Praife  that  he  afcribes  to  it. 

As  the  Dodor  was  diverted  from  his  Intention  of 
fuming  up  what  had  been  faid  on  both  Sides  *,  in 
Order  partly  to  fupply  his  Omiffion,  I  will  conclude, 

with 
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with  a  fhort  Account  of  the  Rife,  Progrefs,  and 
prefent  State  of  this  Controverfy. 


It  began  with  the  Appeal  to  the  Public^  which 
was  made  in  Behalf  of  the  Epifcopalians  in  Ame¬ 
rica,  amounting,  in  the  Colonies  and  Iflands,  as 
was  believed,  to  near  a  Million  of  People.  While 
every  other  Denomination  of  Proteftants  in  the 
Britiih  Dominions  had  an  unreftrained  Enjoyment 
of  their  refpedlive  Syftems  ot  ecclefiaftical  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  could  perform  within  themfelves  all 
thofe  religious  Offices  and  A£ls  wlrich  their  Prin¬ 
ciples  required  ;  it  was  thought  to  be  a  great  and 
very  extraordinary  Elardfhip,  that  the  American 
Epifcopalians,  in  Communion  with,  and  Mem¬ 
bers  of,  the  national  eftablifhed  Church,  ffiould 
continue  to  fuffer  for  Want  of  the  like  Privileges 
— which  they  could  not  enjoy  without  refident 
Biffiops. 


The  Difadvantages  they  were  under,  were  con-, 
fidered  under  the  three  Heads,  of  Ordination,  Go¬ 
vernment,  and  Confirmation.  As  to  Ordination, 
they  were  unable  to  obtain  it  for  their  Candidates 
without  fending  them  to  England,  with  great  Ex¬ 
pence,  and  Danger  to  their  Perfons,  to  fay  no¬ 
thing  of  the  Lofs  of  Time.  The  Expence  of 
fuch  a  Voyage,  was  known  to  be  often  more,  and 
feldom  lefs,  than  £.  100  Sterling  to  each  Candi¬ 
date.  The  Danger  of  it  was  fuch  as  had  adlually 
produced  a  double  Decimation  of  the  Candidates, 
Ten  out  of  Fifty-Two,  who  at  that  Time  had 
gone  home  from  the  northern  Colonies,  having  pe- 
rilhed  in  and  by  the  Voyage-,  not  to  mention 
feveral  others,  that  have  been  deprived  of  their 
Liberty,  and  dragged  into  mifcrable  Captivity, 

where 
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where,  for  a  long  while,  they  fufiered  all  that  could 
be  fuffered,  in  Prifons  and  Dungeons.  Under  the 
next  Head,  it  was  fhewn,  that  the  Clergy  of  an 
epifcopal  Church  cannot  be  properly  and  regularly 
governed,  without  Bifhops  ;  and  that  the  Influence 
of  an  Epifcopate,  at  the  Diftance  of  England 
from  America,  can  be  but  little  better,  in  thisRef- 
peft,  than  none  at  all.  It  was  alfo  made  abun¬ 
dantly  evident,  that  the  general  Reputation  of  the 
Church  in  the  Colonies,  and  theProfperity  andHap- 
pinefs  of  particular  Congregations,  greatly  depend 
upon  an  American  Epifcopate.  As  to  Confirmati¬ 
on,  which  is  an  ecclefiaftical  Inftitution,  autho¬ 
rized  by  the  Pradice  of  the  Apoftles,  and  the  Per¬ 
formance  of  which  has  always  been  appropriated 
to  Bifhops  ^  the  Church  of  England  efteems  the  Be¬ 
nefits  arifing  from  it  to  be  great  and  important,  and 
the  Want  of  them  muft  be  proportionably  affed- 
ing  to  its  Members. 


In  Order  that  thefe  peculiar  Difadvantages  of 
the  Church  of  England  in  the  Colonies  might  be 
removed,  it  was  requefted  that  Bifhops  might  be 
allowed  to  refide  in  America.  But  as  in  mofh  of 
the  Colonies,  the  Epifcopalians  were  intermixed 
with  a  larger  Number  of  People  of  different  reli¬ 
gious  Principles,  the  Impropriety  of  fuch  an  EpiC 
copate  here  as  was  eftablifhed  in  England,  was  ob¬ 
vious  on  all  Sicies.  It  would  naturally  abridge 
fome  of  the  religious  Liberties,  of  which  the  va¬ 
rious  Denominations  in  the  Colonies  had  been  long 
and  fairly  in  PofTefiion  ;  and  this  probably  would 
be  attended  with  Difcontent  and  Clamor,  and 
might  be  produdive  of  unhappy  Confequences. 


To 
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•  To  guard  againft  thefe  Inconveniencies,  a  Plan 
for  an  Epifcopate  had  been  formed,  that  was  pe¬ 
culiarly  adapted  to  the  Circumftances  of  fuch  a 
Country ;  and  by  the  Execution  of  which  it  was 
imagined  that  the  fpintual  Neceffities  of  the  Church 
of  England  in  the  Colonies  might  be  relieved, 
while  no  Harm  could  be  done  to  other  Chriftians  j 
and  no  iuft  Caufe  of  Offence  would  be  given. 
The  Bifliops  propofed  were  to  have  no  temporal  Pow¬ 
er,  and  confequently  to  hold  no  Courts  for  theEx- 
ercife  of  it— they  were  to  have  no  J urifdiftion  at  all 
over  any  of  the  Diffenters,  but  to  govern  the  epif- 
copal  Clergy  only— they  were  to  have  no  Mainte¬ 
nance  from  the  Colonies  in  any  Form — they  were 
not  to  interfere  in  any  Matters  of  civil  Govern¬ 
ment,  but  to  be  confined  to  the  Exercife  of  their 
fpiritual  Funftions  only.  This  general  Plan  had 
been  honored,  at  home,  with  the  Approbation  of 
all  the  Patrons  of  an  American  Epifcopate,  for  a 
long  Courfe  of  Years  -,  it  had  been  cordially 
adopted  by  all  the  Clergy  in  the  Colonies,  and 
their  Friends,  that  had  attended  to  the  Subjeft ; 
and  many  Petitions  in  Favor  of  it  had  been  tranf- 
mited  to  our  Superiors  in  England. 

While  the  Matter  was  thus  in  Agitation,  and 
before  it  fhould  proceed  farther,  it  was  thought  by 
the  Clergy  of  the  united  Convention  of  New-York 
and  New-Jerfey,  that  it  would  be  received  as  a 
Proof  of  their  upright  and  candid  Intentions,  if 
an  Account  fhould  be  publijhed,  by  their  Diredli- 
on ;  feting  forth  the  Necelfity  of  an  American 
Epifcopate,  explaining  the  Nature  of  the  Epifco¬ 
pate  propofed,  and  affuring  the  Public  that  no¬ 
thing  was  defigned  againft  the  Liberty  or  Propierty 
of  any  Kind  of  People  whatever :— And  the  Au¬ 
thor  was  appointed  to  perform  this  Service.  He 

H  h  ^ecutc^ 
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executed  the  Truft  repofed  in  him  with  fuch  Abi¬ 
lities  as  he  had;  and  he  was  ctnzAnly  faithful  in  the 
Difcharge  of  it.  At  the  fame  Time  he  ftudied  to 
give  no  Offence  to  any  Denomination  of  Chriftians ; 
and,  as  he  had  Occafion  to  mention  any  of  them, 
he  treated  them  always  relpeftfully.  The  Nature 
of  his  Work  led  him  to  confider  fuch  Objeftions 
againft  an  American  Epifeopate,  as  he  had  heard 
of,  or  fuppofed  might  be  naturally  made,  by  Peo¬ 
ple  of  different  Views  and  Interefls ;  and  all  fuch 
as  occurred  to  him  were  carefully  confidered,  and, 
as  he  thought,  fhewn  to  be  groundlefs.  However, 
as  he  knew  that  others  might  be  of  a  different  Opi¬ 
nion,  if  any  were  diffatisfied  with  what  had  been 
faid,  or  had  any  new  Objedtions  to  offer,  they 
were  invited  to  fignify  it,  and  ‘  to  propofe  them 

*  in  fuch  a  Manner,  that  they  might  be  fairly  and 
'*  candidly  debated,  before  the  Tribunal  of  the 

*  Public*’ 

The  Appeal  was  piibliihed  :  And  what  Ihortly 
•after  enfued  on  the  Occafion,  what  inflammatory 
periodical  Papers  and  Pamphlets  ^  from  different 
<2iiarters,  were  ifllied  in  Anfwer  to  it,  is  well 
known.  An  Alarm  was  founded  throughout  the 
Colonies,  that  a  general  Invafion  of  their  religious 
Liberty  was  projefted — the  Minds  of  the  Popu¬ 
lace  were  inflamed,  by  Arts  that  were  wicked  and 
infamous— the  Church  of  England,  the  whole  Or¬ 
der  of  Bifhops,  and  the  Clergy  of  our  Convention, 
were  fhamefully  abufed  in  the  common  News-Pa¬ 
pers— and  a  double  Portion  of  the  Abufe  naturally 
fell  upon  the  Author  of  the  Appeal,  Plowever  un- 

expec5led 

*  The  abovefaid  periodical  Papers,  with  the  periodica]  An¬ 
swers  to  them,  have  been  collefted  and  reprinted  by  Mr.  liclu 
in  3  Vols.  8vo.  and  are  to  be  fold  at  his  Printing-Othce  in 
New-York  ;  the  abovefaid  Pamj)hlets  never  will  be  reprinted. 
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expefted  and  undeferved  a  Reception  his  Publica¬ 
tion  met  with  from  fome  People,  he  was  refolved 
notwithftanding  to  take  it  patiently,  and  carefully 
to  obferve  whatever  might  be  faid  by  his  Adverfa- 
ries,  that  might  deferve  Attention,  and  in  due  Time 
to  reply  to  it. 

Before  the  Publication  of  the  Appeal^  the  prin¬ 
cipal  Objcftions  againft  an  Epifcopate  here,  and 
the  chief  Source  of  Men’s.  Difaffeftion,  towards  it, 
were  thefe  Two  ;  that  in  Confequence  of  fuch  art; 
Appointment,  they  Ihould  become  fubjeft  to  the 
Payment  of  l^ithes^  and  to  fpiritual  Courts  ;  of 
which  they  had  met  with  tremendous  Defcriptions.. 

The  Cafe  of  Tithes,,  which  was  generally  mifun- 
derftood,  was  therefore  carefully  explained  and  it^ 
was  proved,  that  Tithes  in  England  which  are  not; 
paid  to  the  Bifhops,  but  to  the  parochial  Clergy,, 
are  claimed  by  Virtue  of  an  ancient  Gift,  whereby^ 
they  were  made  the  Property  of  the  Church-—, 
that  in  this  Country,  as  no  Tithes  had  been  given 
to  the  Church,  none  could  be  demanded;  and  were 
it  otherwife,  that  they  would  belong-  to  the  Cler¬ 
gy,  and  be  as  recoverable  without  an  Epifcopate^ 
as  witK— and  as  to  the  propofed  Bifhpps,  that  a 
Fund  in  England  was  raifed  for  their  Support,, 
and  that  no  Part  of  their  Maintenance  was  ever 
intended  to  be  drawn  from  the  Americans.^ 
The  Subjedl  was  placed  in  fo.  clear  and  convincing 
a  Light,  that  none  of  my  Opponents  have  infifted 
upon  the  Objeftion.  The  Point  has  been  given  up 
on  all  Hands ;  and  People  in  general  are  intirely* 
eafy  on  this  Account,  being  abundantly  fatisfied,. 
that  they  fliall  be  fubjedt  to  no  Inconvenience  for 
the  Support  of  fuch  an  Epifcopate,  as  has,  beeiii 
rejquejited, 

H  h  2; 
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As  to  fpiritual  Courts,  the  Plan  abfolutely  ex¬ 
cludes  all  Foundation  01;  Pretence  for  them.  For 
if  the  Bifhops  are  to  exercife  no  Authority  over 
any  but  the  epifcopal  Clergy,  none  but  the  Clergy 
themfelvcs  can  be  brought  into  their  Courts ;  and 
neither  the  Laity  of  our  own  Communion,  nor  any 
People  of  other  Communions,  can  be  injured  in 
■this  Refpeft.  All  that  has  been  faid  in  Oppofitioi:: 

to  this  Evidence,  has  been  either  trifling  or  irri- 
pertinent, 

When  it  was  found  that  nothing  of  Confequencq 
could  be  objefled  againfl:  the  Plan  itfelf,  it  was  in- 
lifted  that  fuch  a  Plan  was  never  intended  to  be 
put  in  Execution,  but  that  a  different  Epifeopate 
was  really  defigned ;  and  Dr.  Chauncy  intimated, 
that  he  had  difeovered  fome  Secrets  that  would 
juftify  the  Charge.  He  was  called  upon  to  pro¬ 
duce  Evidence  of  any  Kind,  that  the  Friends  of 
an  American  Epifeopate  a6led  deceitfully,  and  to 
lay  before  the  Public  his  pretended  Secrets  ;  but  in 
his  Reply^  he  very  fagaciouily  takes  Care  to  fay  no¬ 
thing  at  all  of  the  Matter  :  And,  confidering  his 
Difpofition  and  Situation  as  a  Difputant,  it  is  from 
thence  as  certain  as  any  Demonftration  in  Euclid^ 
that  he  could  fay  nothing  to  the  Purpofe.  And 
here  it  may  be  proper  to  repeat,  what  was  faid  re¬ 
lating  to  this  Objeftion,  in  my  former  Defence,  p. 
£65.  ^  Important  as  it  is,  it  has  nothing  morefo- 

*  lid  to  depend  upon  than  malevolent  Conjefture  \ 

*  for  whatever  may  be  their  (our  Opponents)  Pre- 
tences,  every  Reader  knows  that  they  have  hi- 
therto  intirely  failed  in  the  Article  of  Proof.  On 

^  our  Side,  the  ftrongeft  Evidence  that  the  Nature 
‘  of  fuch  a  Cafe  will  admit  of,  has  been  laid  be- 
fore  the  Public.  We  have  produced,  as  Wit- 
I  nelTes,  the  Society’s  anniverlary  Sermons,  their 

'I  Abftra^lSj^ 
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s  Abftrafts,  and  indeed  all  that  has  been  pubhfh- 
edon  the  Siibjeft,  by  fuch  as  could  be  fuppofed 

*  to  underftand  the  Cafe,  for  half  a  Century  pan: ; 

‘  all  which,  without  one  Exception,  teftify  in  our 
‘  Favor.  We  have  added  our  folemn  Declarati- 
‘  ons,  which  muft  haye  a  Weight  proportionable 

to  what  is  allowed  to  our  Charaifters.  Xhe  Xef- 
‘  timony  of  our  Vouchers  is  clear  and  exprefs, 

*  uniforna  and  confiftent,  and  direftly  to  the  Point  j 
‘  while  not  one  counter  Evidence  has  appeared, 

‘  on  the  other  Side,  to  weaken  it.  Xo  the  Weight 
‘  of  our  Declarations  nothing  has  been  oppofed, 

‘  but  ungenerous  Refleftions  and  pretended  Suf- 
^  picions,’ 

It  has  alfo  been  contended,  that  in  Cafe  the 
prefent  Plan  Ibould  at  firft  be  adtually  put  in  Exe¬ 
cution  •,  yet  the  Danger  is  great,  that,  in  Xime, 
it  may  degenerate  into  an  Epifeopate  that  is  bur- 
thenlbme  and  oppreffive.  But  nothing  has  been 
faid,  that  proves  more  than  the  Pojfibility  of  this, 
and  which  might  not  as  fairly  be  objefted  againit 
the  moft  harmlefs  or  ufeful  Inftitution,  that  was 
ever  propofed.  If  it  could  be  made  probable  that 
fuch  an  Alteration  would  enfue,  as  would  be  inju¬ 
rious  to  others  ;  we  would  give  up  the  Profecution 
pf  our  general  Defign.  For  we  mean  nothing  that 
is  unfriendly  to  any  human  Creature : — We  deiire 
nothing  more  for  ourfelves  than  that  harmlefs  Li¬ 
berty,  which  we  wifh  all  others  to  enjoy,  and  which 
all  the  other  Proteftant  Subjedts,  and  many  Popifli 
ones,  of  the  Britilh  Empire,  adually  do  enjoy. 
But  we  fee  not  the  leaf!:  Probability  of  this 
*  (prognofticated  Alteration)  and  we  abfolutely 
‘  deny  that  any  fuch  Xhing  is  intended:  So  lar 
^  from  it,  that  the  Friends  of  the  Church  would 
^  eyenjoin  with  its  Enemies,  were  that  neceflary, 

4  Jjj 
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‘  in  guarding  againft  it.  All  the  Affurances,  all  the 
^  Evidences,  all  the  Securities,  which  we  have  in  our 
^  Power  to,  give  to  prevent  Uneafinefs,  we  arewil- 
^  ling  to  offer ;  and  all  that  is  not  beneath  the  Dig- 

^  '\HT  to  give,  we  are  willing  to  fol- 

^  icit.  We  want  not  an  Epilcopate  on  the  Footing 
‘  of  a  State-Ejlahlijloment  j  we  defire  no  n^ore  than  a 

compieat  T.  oleration,  which  we  have  not  at  pre- 
^  lent ;  and  thereby  to  be  raifed  to  an  Equality  with 
^  other  religious  Denominations  in  the  Colonies*,* 

Under  thcfe  feveral  Heads,  all  the  Objedions 
that  have  been  offered  direftly  againft  the  Epifco- 
pate  in  Difpute,  may  be  fairly  reduced.  The 
Church  of  England,  and  the  Society  for  the  Pro¬ 
pagation  of  the  Gofpel,  have  been  violently  forced 
into  this  Controverfy,  and  violently  treated  ;  but 
every  Thing  that  has  been  faid  againft  either  one 
or  the  other,  in  Cafe  it  could  have  been  fuppor- 
ted,  has  no  more  than  an  oblique  and  remote 
Relation  to  the  Bifhops  in  Qiieftion.  All  the 
Objeftions  of  this  Kind,  that  have  not  been  given 
up,  have  been  brought  before  the  Public  in  the 
prefent  Defence^  and  moflly  in  the  Words  of  my 
Opponent,  and  diftinft  Anfwers  have  been  given  ; 
lb  that  what  real  Strength  they  contain,  the  Reader 
is  now  able  to  judge. 

And  here  I  beg  Leave  to  obferve,  that,  whatever 
may  have  been  attempted  in  Oppofition  to  our 
Plan^  nothing  that  is  plaufible  has  been  offered, 
and  but  little  has  been  attempted  againft  our  Plea 
for  an  Epifeopate  of  feme  Kind.  It  has  not  been 
fhewn,  nor  can  it  be  fhewn,  that  going  to  England 
for  Ordination  is  not  as  expenfive,  and  has  not  been 
productive  of  as  many  Deaths,  ^  was  urged  in  the 
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Appeal.  It  has  not  been-  fhewn,  nor  can  it  be 
(hewn,  that  fuch  a  Burthen  and  fuch  LoflTes  are 
not  Grievances,  which  all  other  Denominations  of 
Chriftians  in  the  Colonies,  were  it  their  own  Cafe, 
would  think  intolerable.  It  has  not  been  fhewn, 
nor  can  it  be  fhewn,  that  the  Epifcopalians  in 
America  Ihould  everlaftingly  be  doomed  to  bear 
Burthens,  from  which  all  others  are  exempted.  In 
a  Word,  it  has  not  been  fhewn,  nor  can  it  be 
fhewn,  that  they  ought  not  to  be  admitted  to  an 
equal  Enjoyment  of  religious  Privileges  with  other 
Chriftians,  although  many  of  thofe  Privileges  are 
infeparable  from  an  Epifcopate. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  wants  not  to  be  fhewn, 
that  they  have  never  done  any  Thing,  whereby  the 
common  Rights  of  Chriftians  are  forfeited.  Their 
general  Principles  and  Conduct  are  fuch,  and  have 
been  fuch,  with  Regard  to  the  Public,  as  can 
juftly  occafion  no  Diftindtion  to  their  Difadvantage. 
They  are,  at  leaft,  as  friendly  to  Liberty,  both 
civil  and  religious,  as  any  of  their  Oppofers.  They 
are  ‘  equal  to  the  foremoft,’  in  Loyalty  to  the 
King,  and  Submiflion  to  the  Government. 

And  while  their  Pretenfions  and  Claims  are  as 
fair,  in  all  Refpedls,  as,  thofe '  of  their  Neigh¬ 
bours,  there  are  fome  Circumftances  in  their  Fa-, 
vouf,  which,  in  Addition  to  their  common  Right, 
render  it  impoffible,  in  their  Opinion,  that  ^ey 
fhould  be.  finally  difappointed.  They  conlidef 
themfelves  as  Members  of  that  Church,  the  Con- 
ftitution  of  which  peculiarly  harmonifes  with  the 
civil  Government  of  the  Nation,  and  which  is 
therefore  intitled  to  the  peculiar  Afedtion  of  Go- 
vernrnent.  They  confider  our  gracious  Sovereign 
as  their  Defender  and  Patron,  by  Duty  as  well  as 
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by  Inclination.  They  confider  that  the  Naticxi  in 
general  has  given  to  the  Religion  they  profefs,  pe¬ 
culiar  Proofs  of  Efteem  and  Preference  at  home  j 
and  therefore  cannot  confiftently  treat  it  worfe  than 
all  other  Religions  abroad.  And  they  confider, 
that  there  never  was  an  Inftance,  in  any  Age  of 
the  World,  or  any  Nation  on  Earth,  in  which  fuch 
a  reafonable  and  moderate  Requefl  would  have 
been  refufed,  to  fuch  a  Body  of  People,  in  fuch  a 
"^Situation,  and  in  fuch  a  Relation  to  the  national 
Eftablifhment. 


They  cannot  therefore  but  flatter  themfelves, 
that,  notwithftanding-the  unreafonable  and  malici¬ 
ous  Oppofition  they  have  met  with,  an  Epifeopate 
will  be  granted  them  on  the  Plan  that  is  propofed, 
which  they  think  much  the  fiteft  for  this  Coun¬ 
try  ;  and  that,  fo  far  as  the  Interpofition  of 
Government  m.ay  be  requifite,  it  will  not  be  refufed. 
If  any  diftinguifliing  Favours  were  requefted,  if 
any  Dominion  or  Superiority  over  others  were  aimed 
*at,  it  would  intirely  alter  the  Cafe.  But,  as  was 
faid  in  the  Appeal :  ^  The  Church  of  England  in 
‘  Amtncdi— only  requefts,  that  proper  Remedies 
*  may  be  provided  for  her  prefent  Sufferings.— 
‘  She  wifhes  for  nothing,  which  fhall  be  thought 
‘  inconfiftent  with  the  Rights  and  Safety  of  others. 
‘  She  afles  nothing  but  what  has  been  granted  to 
^  others,  without  any  ill  Confequences  •,  and  fhe 
‘  relies  on  the  common  Affedtion  and  Juftice  of 
‘  the  Nation,  to  raife  her  to  this  Equality.  And 
‘‘  whether  there  be  any  Thing  prefumptuous  or 
^  unreafonable  in  thefe  Expedlations,  let  Heavea 
‘  and  Earth  judge  !’ 


r  H  E  END. 
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